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| Plain Chriſtianity Defended. 


Jeſus Chrift, in Remarks on a Letter to a Diſſenter in 


Exeter, which I propoſe now to examine, is written 
with a little more Ingenuity and Prudence than the 
Gentleman diſcover'd who publiſh'd Arius detected, 
| &c, tho 'tis eaſy to obſerve a good meaſure of the 


ſame Spirit in both. „ 
It was popular enough for him to intitle his Piece, 


A Defence of the Deity of Jeſus L 
f inſt his 


prepoſſeſſes his Readers with a 
Adverſary, as tho he deny'd the Deity of Chriſt. And 


accordingly he repreſents the Author of the Letter, as 


attacking the DIE Chrift, pag. 3. This is not over- 
fair, becauſe the 


And the Conteſt really is, whether the Scripture at- 


A 2 tdtibutes 


HE Letter to a Diſenter in Exeter ap- 
pear'd to many to be written with a 
T. 8 Chriſtian Spirit, and good Deſign, They 
thought it was not calculated amiſs, to 
> put Men upon ſearching after the Truth, 
and bearing with one another's different Sentiments a- 
bout it. And I am very glad that the Conſequence 
proves now to be what was hop'd for; and that by the 
Oppoſition made againſt it, People are likely to be 
led to a more thorow Examination and Inquiry into 
the Subject. Mr. Moore's Calm Defence of the Deity of 


— * 


7” rs 


—— „ mare. a ; : 
8 d * 7 Þ — —— 
8 OE K hy e 


OG rr. 


etter acknowledges the Deity of 
Chriſt in that Senſe, in which the Scripture attributes 
it to him, according to the Author's Apprehenſion: 
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| _ tributes the fame Delt: to Chriſt that it does to the 
Father. He ſeems to 


If there be any abſtruſe Doctrine in the World, it 


B muſt be this, according to his own Account: For 1 
| cannot ſee that he has made it at all more plain and 
intelligible than it was before. 
Hie is pleas'd to think that I ſpeak of the Doctrine 
in Diſpute, as not deſerving ſo much Zeal, as not be- 
1 ing fundamental, or of ſo great Concernment to Chriſ- 
tian, as the common and -recerv'd Opinion makes it. 
And this, he ſays, is to ſerve a Turn: which is very 


true, if he thinks it proper to expreſs the promoting 
_ Charity among Chriſtians in that manner, I could 
= | heartily wiſh, that all Writers upon this Controver- 
y would endeavour to ſerve the ſame Deſign, I 
pPyrn'd the Subject to be of Importance, but thought 
bot ſides were ſo far agreed in Practice, as that they 
| might well bear with one another; and accordingly 


perſuaded both ſides to do ſo. See what I ſay, 


d. 6 
concerning the general ſtrain of the Prayers of Pro. 2 


teſtants. f 


Fm over hat the Gays, par. 4... concerning: s 
|” good Mens Suppoſit ions about this Matter; ſuch things 
Z of room in his Paper, but need 


take upa pretty deal 
no Confutation. 


But tho 1 did not think fit to judge of all the Parti- 


| diſpleas'd with me for cal- 
[ . ling the Doctrine of the Trinity ahſtruſe : which is ſur- 
' prizing; for 1 thought verily the Gentlemen of his 
Perſuaſion might very well have let it paſs for ſuch. 


Hie is offended that I ſhould © wiſh, that the Gen- 
© tlemen, who have acted with ſo much Zeal, had 
* thought fit to uſe a little more Conſideration ; 
Which he ſeems to think not very conſiſtent with my 
ſaying, A full Account had not been laid before me. 


chulars, yet I might, without much Difficulty, be ap- 
2 of ſomewhat that deſerv'd a much ſeverer Cen- 
ſure than I paſsd upon it. Tho 1 did not think it 
proper to. ſtate the Caſe between the two Parties, I 
might be well enough inform'd of the general Defign 
and Management of the angry Zealots, and ſee what 
the Conſequences were like to prove, which I might 
judge deſerv'd to have been more conſider d by them. 
And if Mr. Moore does not by this time, tis nog. ur i 
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likely he ſoon may ſee that theſe deſery'd a little 
— ,, . EA 
le would infinuate, pag. 5. that our Canſe requires 
the help of Quirks of Wit, and Arts of Criticiſm. I 
think he has no reaſon to reproach us. with theſe, 
ſince he has done his beſt to ſerve his Cauſe by them, 
as we ſhall ſee. Nor is what he ſays of Mr. Whiftorn 
any thing more to the purpoſe : He cannot produce a- 
ny Reaſon why the Letter ſhould be ſuſpected of a- 
greeing with Mr, Whiftou's Notions concerning ſome 
antient Writings. This therefore muſt paſs for a 
uirk of the calm Defenders Wit, whereby he 
thought he might create ſome, however unreaſonable, 
Prejudice againſt the Cauſe he oppoſes. He needed 
not to have been diſpleas d with the Letter, which ex- 
| preſſes a Concern, © That there ſhould be a Doubt 
© made, whether Chriftians may hear or receive the 
©.Sacrament from Miniſters, of the Soundneſs of o 
© whoſe Judgments in theſe Points they are not fally 
© perſuaded.” What he ſays is true, upon the Suppo- 
ſition of Peoples being convinc'd of their running a 
great hazard; but then the Query is, Whether Chriſ. 4 
tians can have any ſufficient Reaſon to apprehend 1 
they ſhall run ſuch a hazard in the Ciſe before us? I 
am ſtill of Opinion that they cannot; and therefore 4 
cannot be diſpleas d with my ſelf for the Concern I 
expreſs'd. And I deſire the Reader would here ob 
ſerve, that all that Mr. Moore ſays is applicable to any = 
controverted Point, and may, in like manner, be im- 
prov'd to the breaking the Communion of the Church, 
if angry Men will but pleaſe to lay ſuch a ſtreſs upon 
it, and call it a Fundamental, Mr, Peirce has lately 
minded them of the time, when ſome Diflenters 
treated their Brethren in like manner for their Opi- 
nions about Juſtification, They are grown wiſer 
now with reſpect to that Controverſy, and, I hope, 
in time, they will do ſo with reſpe& to the preſent. 
| granted, that every Chriſtian has an Intereſt at / 
* ſtake, when the Controverſy is about the ſupreme. 
Object of Worſhip, and the Way in which he chuſes 
to be wor ſhip'd. But as the Devotions of Chriſ- 
tians-run in the ſa me ſtra in, for the moſt part, with 
theirs, who believe the Father only to be that o e; 5 
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I cannot yet be diſpleasd with the Charity of my 
Letter, which ſhews a Satisfaction, that the fore. 
mention'd © Scruple was only on one fide of the Di- 
4 viſion at Exeter. But our Author cannot well com- 
prehend whence this comes to paſs, except it be to ſerve 
4 preſent Deſign, to amuſe the * by an artful Com- 
7 


(6) 


» 


pliance, till the Party be formd, and its Strength 


thought ſufficient at once to throw off the Diſguiſe, and 
to cruſb ſuch as ſhall think themſelves obliged to ſtand in 
Diefence of the Truth, and the Purity of Worſhip, when 
they may in earneſt, as ſeems to be threaten'd Ketter, 
pag. 5.) nd themſelves affected with the Conſequen - 
ces. And why theſe little Inſinuations? Why may 


— 


not Men be believ'd, when they profeſs their charita- 


dle Diſpoſition to hold Communion with thoſe that 
2 differ from them, ſo long as they keep to the Scrip- 
ture -Rule of Worſhip? If our Author has no ſuch 


Charity, he may allow others to have it, And if his 


N 


Notions are, as his way of writing intimates, the 
Standard of Truth and Purity of Worſhip, yet he 
need not indulge himſelf in ſuch ; 
wiſh his Friends had not diſcover'd a greater Eager- 
_ neſs to cruſh thoſe whom they oppoſe, than they have 
to cruſh them: But the laſt Inſinuation is below a 


evil Surmiſings. I 


Man of Honour and Conſcience. The Letter threa- 


tens them not: it ſuppoſes thoſe, whom he is pleas'd 


to call Arians, to be firſt cruſh'd by their Adverſa- 
ries, and ſo incapable of cruſhing them; and repre- 


- ſents what may then reaſonably be expected to be 


their Uſage of one another. I ſhall tranſcribe the 
Paſſage, that it may be ſeen with what Spirit this Au- 


thor writes : © I wiſh they, who induſtriouſly encou- 


rage this Doubt, would a little conſider with them- 

. © ſelves the Tendency of it, and how ready a way 
© they take to crumble the Chriftian Church into Fac- 

© tions and Parties; and perhaps they may, ſooner than 

© they are aware, find themſelves affected with the Con- 
© ſequences. It is very likely, as you ſay, they are 
far from being all agreed in their Scheme; that ſome 

© © of them are of the mind of Sabellius, and believe the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt to be only three 

© Names of one and the fame G O D: and others of 


« them fall in with ſome Moderns, who make them 
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c three diſtinct Beings, or infinite Spirits. And tho at 
© preſent theſe may be join'd with ſome others, in the 
c general Cry made againſt thoſe who hold the Word 
© and Spirit to be two Beings ſubordinate to the Su- 
© prewe GOD, the Father; yet if once they can vun 
© theſe down, tis not improbable they may then fall out 
| © among themſelves, and become as much Herericks in 
© one another's Opinion, as thoſe they call Arians are 
© now in the Opinion of them all. And then ſome or 
© other may find the miſchievous Conſequences of their 
preſent Doctrine, and be themſelves deſerted of their 
\ © Hearers according to itt, . 


We are ſo much us d, by this time, to the reproach- 


ful Name which theſe Calm Gentlemen very zealoully 


fix upon us, and have ſo often diſclaim'd it, that *tis 


needleſs to ſay any thing to it every time it occurs. 
The mutual Perſecutions of thoſe call'd Orthodox and 
'Arians are diſgraceful to the Religion they profeſs'd; 
tho it muſt be own'd that the Party reputed Orthodox _ 


began, and ſet the firſt Example. 


I am glad this Writer is ſo frank in diſclaiming N 
ſecution. I hope, what he gives up with one Hand, he 
will not take back with the other. I wiſh he would 


uſe his Endeavours with ſome of his Friends in the 


Weft, who are thought to have a ſtrong Inclination to | 
cruſh what they call Hereſy tang» of the State, 


I have ſome Jealouſy of this Writer, becauſe tho he 


writes concerning the Caſe of Exeter, yet he does not 
| diſclaim that which has been done there to Mr. Haller 
and Mr. Peirce as Perſecution. He ſays true, That can't 
be term'd or conftru'd a Perſecution, if he takes the Courſe 
which GOD and Reaſon direct and provide for his Safety, 
But the Queſtion is, Whether he thinks in his Conſci- 
ence, upon comparing Mr. Pezrce's Caſe and the An- 
ſwer to it, G00 or Reaſon ever directed the People 
of Exeter to take the unjuſt Courſe they did? and 
whether that be not Perſecution ? It may do Service to 
the Cauſe of Truth and Liberty for him to ſpeak out 
plain next time concerning this Matter; becauſe the 
World begins to cry out againſt his Friends as Perſecu- 
tors; and he, as one of the ſeven Adviſers, has a par. 


ticular Share in the World's Cenſure. 


. 08) 1 
Il I did not in che leaſt invade the Liberty of ChriC. 
tians to judge for themſelves what Miniſtry to fit un- 
der, but fairly warn d Men of the miſchievons Ten- 
dency of breaking Communion where there is not a 
Neceſſity for it: And there appears to be none here, 
upon the Suppoſition of the Worſhip's being order'd 
according to the Serip ture. 
 . He has ſomewhat to ſay againſt the Letter upon the 
Buſineſs of Prayer: 1 wiſh he had rather conſider'd 
what it fays diſtinctly, than given ſuch a general An- 
| (wer. What Reaſon, ſays he, can Þ have to confine my 
| ſelf to the Miniftry of ſuch as 2555 not with me in the 


ſame Object and Manner of Worſhip, when I am at Liber- 


ey to join in ſo ſolenm a part of Worſhip as Prayer, where 
my Mind may be eaſy, and my Aﬀettions united 2 There 
are two Miſtakes here of the Point in hand: 1. That 


he ſuppoſes the Letter would have Men confine them. 
ſelves to a particular Miniſtry; whereas it pleads for 


their not confining themſelves, and that they ſhonld be 


ready to attend the Miniſtry of any, who, in the main, 


order their 3 according to the Scriptures, 
2. He goes upon the Suppoſition of People's being un- 
eaſy; whereas the Deſign of that Part of the Letter is 


to ſhew them they have no reaſon to be uneaſy : For 


if the Worſhip be directed to the Father thro the Son, 
this is what all Chriſtians may well be eaſy with: And 

| for my part, I am in no Fear, Diſtruſt, or Diſtraction, 
when I know that is the Method in which a Miniſter 
prays ; and 1 hardly meet with thoſe who pray other- 
wiſe. I confeſs it would be uneaſy to me to join with 
| ſuch as I have heard of, who pray to Jehovah, Father, 
Son and Spirit, thro a Mediator, and thank this Jeho- 
vahb for giving us his Son, and pray that he would 
give us his Spirit, This carries in it to me a ſhocking 


© Abſurdity,, as it makes the Son a Son to, and a Media- 


tor with himſelf, and as it makes the Spirit to be the 
Spirit of the Spirit. But I cannot hear that your own 
zealous Comntsy' (28 it ſhould ſeem) in the Weſt affords | 
many Inftances of this nature 
Let the Miniſter addreſs to the Bleſſed Jeſus as the 


| Mediator between GOD and us, and his Notion of 


him will never hinder my Comfort and Satisfaction in 
joining with him. He may call Miniſters by © Hap 


Name he thinks fit: I ſhall like them beſt who lee ö 
cloſeſt to the Scriptures; and their ſcriptural Expreſ- 


Indiſcretion in a Miniſter to content himſelf in hs 
Worſhip with Scripture-Expreſſions, where a Matter 
is doubtful and ether verted. | ink this 
Writer would not adviſe the contrary in other Caſes, _ 


Abatement of the Party, who have loudly proclim'd 
their Opinion to be fundamental, Nor what Allom- 
ances à gracious GOD may make for the different Cir- 


* 


ſions will be much more agreeable to me, than thoſe he 
would pretend to ſubſtitute in the room of them, pre- 
tending that they are ambiguous. Nor will it be any 


Jam apt to think this 


thoſe of calling Men Arians, and charging them with _ 


damnable Herefies, Nor would this Conrſe be taken, 
if Men were more ready with the Proofs which they 
thought ſufficient to convince the Underſtanding, We 

_ ſhall try his Proofs when he comes fo them, © 
le fays, p. 8. What is abſolutely fundamental, or ab- _ 
ſolutely neceſſary to Salvation, we need not be very for- 


ward to determine. There is ſome Comfort in this 


cumſt ances, Education, and Prejudites of Men, who, 
while they uſe, ſome honeſt Means for Infor mation, fall 


into great Errors, (yer how we can expect to be ſanAtitied 


and. made free but by the Truth, I E]ĩ nor.) What 


| are the honeſt Means: he Ws 26g to be i negle fe d by 3 


thoſe 
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He would like well enough, for inſtance, that We. 
ſhould pray, that GOD would help us to make our 
Calling and Election ſtare, without erftarging to ſhew in 

what particular Seriſe we underſtand dur Election. 
cannot ſee where the hurt is, if in offering up ſuch a 
Petition every one takes it in his own Senſe, and the 

Congregation. is not agreed in the Senſe of it, Iam 

ſure my Method is much better calculated for Peace 
and Concord than his can be. VVV 
Ue complains of the Letter, p. 8. for inſinuating, 
That Outcries are ſubſtituted in the place of manly 
„Arguments and clear Proofs.” But in truth, there 
was Reaſon enough for that Inſinuation: The main 

Strength of their Cauſe, if we may judge of it by their 
Management, lies in giving abuſive Names, and work 
Ing upon the Paſſions of Men. Hitherto we have no- 
thing elſe in this Author himſelf, '*Tis far from being 
manly to think to carry a'Cauſe by ſuch little Arts as 
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boaſt that is uſed ſo much by his own 


| fot be much regarded by others. 


EE 8 
| thoſe he writes againſt ? Why does he think we uſe 
only ſome honeſt Meant, and that his own fide are the 
only Men who uſe al honeſt Means? Is it not an ho- 
neſt Means to read on both ſides ? pheing = he cannot 
| | riends as by 
others, But let the Errors have what Tendency they 
Will, tis not very manly in him ſo continually to take 
it for granted we are in an Error, before he has prov'd 
it. His Way may take with weak People, but will 
The Letter warns the Diſſenters riot to cenſure one 
another's State for the ſake, not of a wicked Life, but 
4 mere Difference of Opinion; and minds them how diſ- 


„ pleaſing it us'd to be to them all, when they were ſo 


treated by ſome Churchmen. Mr. Adoore catches, as 
his way is, at the Expreſſion of mere Difference in 
Opinion, and cannot be eaſily dramn to believe that a Dif- 
ference in the great and main Articles of the Chriftian 
. _ Faithis hp 9. No Deſign is yet carried on but to 
move the Paſſions. But where is the hurt of the Ex- 
preſſion? Is the Difference about a wicked Life ? 
Hie pretends it not, Is it about the Method of Wor- 
hip? The Writer had obviated that before, and ſhewn 
that both Sides in the main agree upon that, I cannot 
therefore imagine why I might not ſpeak as I did. 
And if he thinks his own Notions are the great and 
main Articles of the Chriſtian Faith, tis much he can- 
not ſet them down'in plain Scripture-Aſſertions, _ 
le ſays, We are not ignorant of the intemperate 


= "Heats and Paſſions which have been on that ſide of the 


Diviſion, which our Author ſeems willing to excuſe and 1 


reen, as under very great Provocations and Injury. 


I This is directly falſe: For he does not go to excuſe 


them, but acquits them as not guilty. I faid, Letter 
5. 8. They have kept clear of this Practice hitherto;; 
and therefore adviſed them to watch againſt the 
Reſentment which the Provocation might lead to, 
that they might be clear ſtill. But by ſuch an artſul 
and malicious Miſrepreſentation he would have them 
to appear guilty, who, by all the Accounts I have re- 

_ ceiv'd, are perfectly innocent: For I cannot hear that 
they ever judge any Man's Eſtate-for his Opinion, If 
our Author knows the contrary, let him produce his 
20 2 44 72> 5:55. "SNRnes 5 
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| Evidence; which, tho it will not juſtify his Friends, 


will yet be a Blemiſh to his Adverſaries, which, he is 
ſenſible enough, will be a confiderable Advantage to 
his Cauſe, However, I am glad, he freely condemns 
that which is notoriouſly known to be the Practice of 


his own fide in many Places 


I paſs over his Perſuaſion that his Doctrine was 


: efteem'd a main Article of Chriſtian Faith before the 


| fourth Century, ſince he offers nothing to juſtify his 
Perſuaſion, I like well that the Scriptures ſhould be ap- 
peal'd to, and to have the Controverſy decided there- 


Hie at length comes to the Point, and ſays, p. 10. 
Here, with that great Maſter of Reaſon, Archbiſhop Til- 
lotſon, I my Foot; That there are three Differences 

in the Deity, which the Scripture ſpeaks of by the Names © 

of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft, and every where ſpeaks 
| of them as we uſe to do of three diftinct Perſons, And 
therefore I ſee no Reaſon why, in this Argument, we 


3 ſhould nicely abſtain from uſing the word Perſon. 


I anſwer, 1, That 'tis moſt freely granted that the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are three diftin Perſons. 
| I ſee no Reaſon why I ſhould ſtick at the Ule of that 
Word, ſince they are always ſpoken of in Scriptare.in 
the ſame manner as Perſons are, 2. The fame Argu- 
ments that evidence theſe to be three diſtinct Perſons, 
do as fully evidence them to be three diſtintt Be- 
inge. Let any Man try whether the Evidence upon 
which he believes them to be ſo many Perſons, muſt 
not neceſſarily carry him to acknowledge them as ſo 


many Beings. And if he thinks he can make a Diffe- 


rence here, I would deſire him to let me know what | 
that Difference is, If he talks of Perſons in a different 
Senſe from that in which we always uſe the Word, he 
- ought clearly to define it, or elſe we ſhall be impoſed 
upon by his pretending to uſe it, I uſe the word Per- 
bons in ſpeaking of this matter, juſt as I do when I 
ſpeak of any Perſons: If another Man means ſome- 
What more or leſs by it, he ought to tell me what 
it is, or elſe I cannot tell whether | may ſafely 
allow of it, 3. The very ſame kind of Arguments 
which prove the Father to be a Perſon, may be brought 
to prove that GOD is a 1 2 And, indeed, I] ne- 


— = wt 


nn 
ver find in all the Scripture that the word GOD, in 
the ſingular Number, is put to expreſs a complex No- 
tion of more Perſons than one. 4. As the Doctrine of 
three diſt inct Perſons in one and the ſame Being is in- 
comprehenſible, we cannot be bound to admit it, ex- 
cept we have ſome certain Aſſurance of it from Rea- 
ſon or Revelation, If GOD tells me, This is Truth, F 
have nothing to do to puzzle my ſelf to ſearch after | 
the Modus of it. I may ſafely take his Word for the | 
Truth of the Thing, tho I can diſcover nothing of the | 
manner of it. This is all I inſiſt upon, to have one clear | 
and plain Text produc'd, wherein 'tis ſaid that theſe 
three are one GOD. And I muſt think it very hard, 
to be repreſented as in a dangerous, if not a damning | 
Error, for not believing a Doctrine which is not diſ- | 
coverable by natural Light, and which I cannot find | 
once aſſerted by Revelation: And yet certainly, were | 
the Belief of this as neceſſary as Repentance, it would | 
be as plainly and frequently aſſerted in the Bible; and 
the harder it is to believe it, the more neceſſary | 
would it be that it ſhould have been often inculcated Þ 
upon us. F. I put it to this Author, whether he can 
think the Scheme of the Archbiſhop, however great 
2 Maſter of Reaſon he truly was, can poſlibly be de- 
fended: Can he think it poſlible, nay does he not 
. plainly ſee it is impoſſible, that the Godhead of the 
Father, Son, and Spirit ſhonld be the ſame, and yet 
that the Father ſhould be the Fountain of the Deity, | 
and the Son an Emanation from him, as the Archbi- Þ 
ſhop ſpeaks, p. 19. of the Octavo Edition? Is it poſſi- 
ble for theſe to have the ſame Godhead, and yet that 
one Property ſhould be © peculiar to the Father, as he 
J js the Principle and Fountain of the Deity ; that he 
I js of his himſelf, and of no other; and that this nei- 
© ther is nor can be ſaid of the Son and Holy Ghoſt? Þ 
Can our Author believe that He can be GOD in the 
moſt proper and eminent Senſe, who derives his God- 
head from another? Or that the Godhead which is un- 
derived in one Perſon, can be the ſame with that 
which is derived in two other Perſons? To talk here 
three Differences, is only an Evaſion and a Shift: 
For what can any Man' underſtand by them ? Are they 
only notional; and do they lie barely in our * 
0 e - os EY chires 


- = * 1 * nen — 2 * * "VEIN FORT EET N 

q 3 . 9 n n N NN 8 wot on ˙—ͤͤp Es 
-» - \2 _ © 
- TY —— I. — F 


(433, 


three different ways of the ſame Being ? What is this 


but Sabellianiſm? Are they real Differences? Muſt 
they not then be really diſtinct Beings, that are ſaid 
to differ? Does any Being differ from it ſelf? Can we 


with any conſiſtence talk of a Difference, without 
comparing one Being with another? < 

I ſhall not trouble my ſelf to anſwer our Author” 
\ Queſtion, Why we may not apprehend, as he would have 


us; becauſe the Controverſy only turns upon this one 


Point, Whether Revelation ſays it is ſo. I come there- 
fore to what he produces from the Holy Scriptures, 


! P. 11. And here he has put a great many Texts to- 


I take notice of as they a 


Þ| gether; ſome of which we have over again, with 
ſome Remarks on other parts of his Piece. Such I ſhall | 
Forwards fol in my way, and 
| ſhall now only briefly ſpeak to thoſe which I think we 
* ſhall not meet with ellewhere. I could not but won- 


| der at his manner of expreſſing the firſt ; which being 


ſomewhat uncommon, I thought it was owing to ſome 


. Criticiſm upon the Text: He is ſaid to be poſſeſſed in the 


Lord, in the beginning of his Way, before his Works of 
old, ſet up from Everlaſting, And why in the Lord? 
I There is nothing of this nature in the Hebrew: But it 
I runs juſt as our own Tranſlation, The Lord poſſeſs'd me. 


| This Text the Antients before the fourth Century 


I render'd, The Lord created me, following the LXX. _ 
| Which eis a certain Evidence that the Doctrine he de- 
fends was not eſteem'd à main Article ef the Chriſt ian 
Faith then, tho he is perſuaded it was, b. 10. But 
there is no occaſion to ſuppoſe they render'd it right, 
the Letter ſays notHfing contrary to this Text; nor 
does Dr. Clarke deny the Son to be eternal. I hope, if 
| the? Lord poſſeſs'd him, we may be allow'd to think that 
the Poſſeſſor was one Being, and the Poſſeſſed another; 
and that the Poſſeſſor is greater than the Poſſefſed. 
Nor is the next Text any more to the purpoſe; His 
oings forth were from everlaſting. I may well refer 
him to Mr. Gataker, in the Aſſemblies Annotations, for 
Len Explication of the next T&t, which, according to 


> 
2 


nim, {ſhould be render'd, A mighty God, as we readilyx 
rant he is, che Father of Eternity, that is, the Author 


Df rune Life. — 


And ther 
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Anothe Text here alledg'd is Rom. xiv.11, As 1 live, 


15 faith the Lord, every Knee ſhall bow to me. But there 


| 
s no need at all to underſtand this as ſpoken by f | 
Chriſt, I will not inſiſt upon it, that ſome of the 
| beſt Manuſcripts read God inſtead of Chrift, for the [ 
| laſt word of the foregoing Verſe. Tis enough for my 
- purpoſe, that the Father judges the World by Chrilt ; 
and therefore every Knee that bows to Chriſt in Judg- Þ " 
ment, truly bows to the Father: Beſides, that this 9 
bowing to Chriſt, is made due to him by the Gift of I 
the Father, and is ultimately for his Glory; Phil. ii. s 
Uo Go ²²ww d é 
Hie i the Beginning 0 #pyn, the efficient Cauſe) of hy 
the Creation of GOD. I have been always cautious fc 
not to build a Doctrine upon a doubtful Interpreta- . 
tion of any Text; and of all Texts Mr. Moore could | 
hardly have pitch'd upon one which was leſs likely to G 
ſerve his Cauſe, Tis indeed one of the ſtrongeſt Texts th 


in favour of thoſe who are at the wideſt diſtance from I} ha 


his Opinion, and who pretend, that Chriſt is a Crea- !* 


. ture . For they ſay, that the beginning of the Creation : 
does as properly ſignify his being a Part, and the firſt for 


clearer Proof; and therefore I am not unwilling to 
admit the Interpretation our Author gives: but I think 


Part of the Creation, as the beginning of Sorrows, or of 55 
the World, or of the Goſpel, or of your Confidence, &c. 5 
ſignifies the firſt of theſe things reſpectively. And © 


they urge, that no Inſtance is given of 4% us'd in N ff 
the New Teſtament, with a Genitive Caſe, to ſignity as 
the efficient Cauſe, I confeſs I am not able to give an "i 


Anſwer to this Argument, which I can expe& ſhould , 
. Convince them. I am afraid to build a Doctrine upon 
ſuch a Piece of Criticiſm my ſelf; and think that ſuch 
an Aﬀertion ſhould not be advanc'd but upon a much 


_ verily, I ſhould not judge it prudent to propoſe it my 
ſelf as an Argument againſt tem. But it has nothing 
to do in the preſent Caſe, fince he is own'd to be the 

immediate Efficient, tho not the primary and origin 

0 N of the Creation, as GOD created all things H 
Nor will the diſputed rendering of that Place, 7. 

ji, 13, be ſufficient to eſtabliſh his Point. He would , 

have the Great GOD and Saviour to be both apply d ae 
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to Chriſt as his Titles; whereas others underſtand th 
Father to be ſpoken of in the firſt, and Chriſt in the 


to Ar. Nelſon, Þag. 85. &c. 


of him 


nn,, ö 
| As to Acts xx, 28. I might anſwer, That as Chriſt 


is GO D's, his Blood might be ſtiled the Blood of 


60 D; but I muſt own, I prefer here the reading of 
| the Alexandrian, and other good Manuſcripts, which 
| have the Church of the LORD, which he hathredeemed . 


with his own Blood, 


That Glory ſhould be aſcribd to him bath now and 

for ever, and that by the whole Creation, in conjunttion 
with the Father upon the Throne, is, as he ſays, no wou- 
der, ſince he is Lord and Heir of all things. He ſhould 
have added, that GOD ade him Lord, Att: ii. 36. 
and appointed him Heir of all things, Heb. i. 2. And 

this Honour and Glory, that is now to be given to 
him, is grounded upon the Father's Gift, John v. 22, 


23. li. 9, 10, Af. 


'Tis true, the Angels are bid to worſhip him, when 
G O D brought again the Firft-begotten into the World, 
and the Reaſon is plain, becauſe he hath by Inberi- 
tance obtain d a more excellent Name than they, Heb. i. 
4, For then GOD ſet him at his own right Hand, 
far above all Principalitics and Powers, and Might, and 
Dominion, and every Name that is nam d, not only in 


ar ode tO HT 


this World, but alſo in that which is to come; and put 


— NP 
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all things to his Church, Eph. i. 20, 21, 22. Angels, 
and Authorities, and Powers were then made ſubject to 


F 


him, 1. Pet. iii. 22. 3 1275 1 

Nor will it be eaſy for our Author to prove, that 
dur Saviour appear'd, or was worſhip'd by the Angels 
under any other Character, than that of his repre- 


| laſt, Nor ſhould Mr. More make uſe of this Text, 
till he has anſwer'd what Dr, Clarke ſays of it, Reply 


There can be no doubt, that as Chriſt was God, he 
was God maniſeſt in the Fleſh : He was the Brightneſs 
of his Father's Glory, and the expreſs Image of his 
Perſon ; and the Father never made a fuller Diſcovery 

ſelf to the World, than by him. But tis plain 
he was not the ſame GO D with the Father, becauſe 
ey in his own Perſon, was never ſeen, never mani- 


all things under his Feet, and gave him to be Head over 
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 fenting his Father, the ſupreme GOD. And in J,. 


vi. 'tis plain, there were more Perſons or Beings than 
one preſent; ſee ver. 8. Whom ſhall I ſend? and who 
VVV 

ther Texts, which ſhall hereafter be conſider'd, makes 
a general Harangue upon them, and thinks we cannot 


forbear concluding, that Deity, in a proper Senſe, be- 
longs to the Son of GOD: and he urges farther, the 


Deſign of Revelation to bring us to the true Knowledge 


0 D, and our Duty; and that if this were not in- 
tended, little Caution is usd to prevent the fatal Miſ- 


take, To which I anſwer; that Revelation is, ac- 
- cording to our Notion of the things reveal'd, exactly 
calculated to bring us to the true Knowledge of GOD, 
our Heavenly Father, and the Duty we are to pay 
him, and which we are to expect ſhould be accepted 


_ _. of him thro a Mediator. Nor is there any want of 

Caution in that Revelation. The Notion ſo earneſtly 
contended for, that three Perſons make one 60 D, is 

never once laid down in the Scriptures. The Scrip- 


ture always inſiſts upon it, that there is but ove GOD, 
in the moſt eminent ſenſe of the word: It declares o- 


ver and over, that this one GOD is the Father, the 


ſame with the GOD of Vrael; that is, the Father of 


our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, It repreſents Chriſt as a dil 


tiact Being from the Father, nor can any Expreſſions 
ſet that out more plainly, It deſcribes him as ſent by 
the Father, as coming from Heaven to do his Will, as 
_ obeying him, and ſeeking his Honour, and every way 
as ſubordinate to him. And is not this Cantion 


enough, that when it gives the Title of God to 


_ Chriſt, 'tis not to be underſtood as tho he were 
G OD in the ſame ſenſe with the Father? For my 
part | cannot imagine what greater Caution we could 
wiſh for. en apo EL 


If the grand Apoſtacy, which the Scriptures fore- 
told, were congruous to the Wiſdom and Goodneſs i 


60 D, a wrong Perſuaſion and Practice, relating tt 
the preſent Controverſy, might be ſo too. But this 1 
really foreign to the matter, if he would have M: 
regulate their Faith and Practice by the Holy Scri 
tures. It is not the long Settlement of a thing thi 
* e e wi 
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Our Author having mention'd theſe, and ſome o-. 


N 1 11 
will prove the Goodneſs of it, unleſs it were good in 


its Original; that is, in our Caſe, unleſs it was at 
firſt taken from the Scriptures. The Reformation 
might be a conſiderable Step, but 'tis not the Standard, 
nor are we to think it criminal to reform what our 
firſt Reformers thought needed no Reformation. It 
is all Fallacy, when he pretends that the Deluſion is 
fatal, and that Men by their Notion run into Perdi- 
tion. We judge not after that rate. If we indeed, 
who ſee otherwiſe, ſhould profeſs or praiſe contra- 
ry to our own Judgments, we could not expect any 
other than Perdition as the fatal Conſequence, To 
uſe his own words, © We cenſure none as the Fire- 
but would hope, that the pernicious 
© Influence and Effect upon their Hearts and Lives 
© may be intercepted, and the Prejudices, Miſtakes, 
and Failures they have been led into may be par- 
© don'd,” pag. 10, And, which is more, we make no 
doubt but this has been really the Caſe; and the ra- 
ther, becauſe we find, that notwithſtanding the pre- 
vailing Notion, the Father has been own'd and ad- 


© brands of Hell; 


dreſs'd to as the ſupreme Object of Worſhip. 


His popular Harangue might eaſily be taken up by 
Papiſts, and turn'd againſt himſelf in favour of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation.. How eaſily may they argue from the 
Opinion of ſeveral Ages, nay from the Opinions of 
ſuch famous Men as WickliF and his Followers, or of 
John Hus, and Jerom of Prague, whom he will allow _ 
for Martyrs, and who yet all believ'd that Doctrine? 
ie can have little reaſon to complain of his Adver- 
ſaries for a great deal of Artifice in torturing the 
Scriptures, If there can be any greater Inſtance of 


it than his own Explications, I am miſtaken. 


What greater torturing of the Scriptures, than to 
make the Father ſignify the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt ? If People will be deluded with Harangue in- 


ſtead of Argument, our Author has hitherto taken 
cue rigne courle with them. uu 
He comes, pag. 15. to tell us, that the grand Objec- 


tion againſt the receiv'd Doctrine of Chriſt's Divinity 


[that is, his Equality to the Father] is, that it is un- 
intelligible, and carries Abſurdity in it. But the grand 


Objection is really, that the Doctrine is no where re. 
8 Cc | vealed 
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vealed in the Holy Scriptures; tho, J confeſs, this is 


greatly ſtrengthened by the Abſurdity it carries in it. 
But in anſwer to this Objection he would obſerve two 


things : 


(..) That the Exiftence or Being of a thing may be 
certain and uncontefted, and we may be perſuaded of 
it upon the cleareſt Grounds, when we cannot comprehend 
it, or give a ſatisfattory Account of it to our own Minds. 
This is readily granted, but we deny that there are 
any clear Grounds to believe the thing at all, or at 
leaſt we want to have them ſet before us, becauſe we are 
not able to find them either by Reaſon or Revelation; 
and this makes a vaſt Difference between the Thing in 


gqiueſtion, and the Inſtances he alledgess 
Hie fays, Nor is it impoſſible that tbere ſhould be, in 
7 the Divine Nature, what may be a ſufficient Ground for 8 
ſuch Diſtinctions as the Scriptures mention. But the 
Queſtion is, Whether the Scriptures ever mention his 
Diſt inctions in the one Divine Nature, If the Scrip- | 
tures are plain in any thing, they are ſo in repreſent- _ 
ing the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt to be three diſ- 
tinct Perſons or Beings; but they never ſay they are 
only three Diſt inctions in the ſame Divine Nature. 
Nie goes on: And what greater Abſurdity is it to ſup- 
| poſe, that GO D may, for juſt and weighty Reaſons, 
ſecure of his omu Greatneſs, unite Human Nature to 
Hhuimſelf; than that there may be an intimate and vital 
Dunion between a rational Spirit and an human Body? &c. 


I ask now, what does he here mean by 60 D? Does 
he mean the Divine Nature, or only one of his Diſ- 


tinctions in it? If the latter, how could a Diſtinction 


of the Divine Nature be united to Human Nature, 


and yet the Divine Nature it ſelf not be united to it? 

And if the Divine Nature was united to the Human, 

how can he avoid acknowledging, that the Father and 
Spirit were incarnate as well as the Son ? But I muſt 


tell him my Notion, that the Nature of the ſupreme 
GOD ſeems to me incapable, tho not of a bare Re- 


lation to a human Body, yet of ſuch an Abaſement 


and emptying of it ſelf, as the Scriptures ſeem to at- 
tribute to that Divine Perſon, who took upon him our 


(20) Are 
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(.) Are there no greater Difficulties or Appearances 


of Abſurdity on the other fide? Nothing like them, 
that J can find, nor has our Author furniſh'd us with 


any. Let us ſee his Inſtances: What ! no Abſurdity in 


| the Notion of a ſupreme and inferiour, a greater and a 


leſer GOD? No certainly, it being evident from 


the Terms, that the Unity and Simplicity of the God- 
head is thus ſecur'd, and that he only, who is the Su- 
Preme, is in the moſt ſtri& and proper ſenſe GOD. 


No Difficulty in admitting two Gods, a thing ſo abhor- 
rent to Reaſon, and ſo contrary to expreſs Revelation, 


whereby we are caution'd and commanded not to have 
any more GODS but one? This is but the ſame Dif- 
ficulty over again to ſwell the Number, But where is 
the Repugnancy of our Notion to either Reaſon or 
Revelation, ſeeing we own but one GOD in the 
moſt ſirift ſenſe of the word? No Difficulty in be- 
lieving a Creature to be the Creator, or an immediate 
Inſtrument in creating the World? The Letter never 
ſpeaks of Chriſt as a Creature ; ſo that he ſhould not 
have alledged this againſt it. I think it moſt proper 
to 5 777 of him as the Son, and only begotten Son of 
G0 D; whereby I own his being deriv'd from the 
Father in an ineffable manner, but diſtinguiſh him 
from the Beings we call Creatures. But why may not 


the ſupreme Being be able to communicate to another 


a Power of creating? 1 muſt underſtand the Power of 
GOD, and the Work of Creation, much better than 
I do, before I will venture to afſert that this is a 
Con tradiction; eſpecially ſince Revelation aſſures us, 
that GOD created all things by Jeſus Chriſt, 


lhave nothing to do with the precarious Fancy he 


| mentions of ſome of the Antients, that GO D firft 
created the Word, and then created Matter, which he 
| form'd into the various Orders of Being, I ſuppoſe the 
Word created the Matter it ſelf: Only it may not be 

| amiſs to ask this Queſtion, Whether he does not mean 

by the Antients, he ſpeaks of, ſome that lived befere 

the fourth Century: And whether the Doctrine he de- 


fends, was probably efteem'd a main Article of Chriſtian 
Faith in their time. Ts 8 


Is there no Abſurdity in ſetting up another Object of 
Worſhip bath for Ange S and Men, 0 whoſe Service and 


G2 


G lory 


6h.) 


Glery we muſs. of bodowered, Beides the ſuprexes GOD? 


If he means that the ſupreme GOD ſets up ſuch an 


Odject, by our Reſpe& to whom we are to pay our 
Worſhip ultimately to himſelf, I ſee no Appearance 
of Abſurdity in it; nor does this at all countenance or 
excuſe the Pretences either of Papiſts or Pagans in their 


ſion to ſpeak hereafter. 


_ Jaolatries, But of this he will give me farther Occa- 


I there no Difficulty in ſuppoſing, contrary to the 
conſt ant Tenour and plaineſt Declarations of the Scrip- 


ture, that the great Mediator is neither true GOD, 


mor true Man? Without all doubt, there muſt be 
Difficulty enough in ſuppoling any thing contrary to 


the Scripture ; but there is no Difficulty at all in ſup- 
- poſing, that the great Mediator between the ſupreme 


GOD and Men, ſhould not have been himſelf the 
ſupreme GOD, It looks indeed ſomewhat like an 
Abſurdity, that he ſhould be a Mediator between him- 
ſelf and Men. As to his being true Man, he thus 
ſpeaks to it in his next Query: Or can we imagine 
that there can be a true Man without a rational Soul ? 
or that no more is intended hereby, but a human Body 
animated by a ſenſitive Soul, which how it is differenc d 
from a Brute in human Shape, will not be eaſy. to deter- 
= this be? 
and what a wonderful Opinion mult he have of the 
Logos, who cannot conceive, that his ſupplying. the 


mine? What a prodigious deep Man mu 


Place of a human Soul, ſhould raiſe the animated 


Body above the Degree of a Brute in a human Shape? 


If the Logos, or WOR D, was the Soul of the Man 
_ Chriſt Jeſus, will not that be rational enough to make 


a Man? This Gentleman's Head is ſo turn'd to think 
of the Logos or WORD's being barely related to 


an human Nature, that he cannot conceive of his 


ever being properly incarnate. But he might give his 
ntertain No- 


Neighbours leave, one would think, to e 


tions more agreeable to the Scriptures, _ 


„ He comes next, 48 "tis high time, to the Letter; 


yet not ſo faſt, but he muſt make a previous Remark, 
pag. 17, concerning the great Difference between the 
conjunt Evidence of many Texts of Scripture together, 
and the Evidence of ſome fimple Paſſages arbitrarily ſe- 
lected, aid ſeparately conſider d, &. Which 1 take 
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to be really a Confeſſion, that he has no Place in 


' Scripture that does ſeparately declare his main Arti- 


cle of Chriſtian Faith, which I confeſs makes it ap- 


pear a very odd one in my Eſteem. But I proceed to 


conſider what he ſays to the Letter, and here he is 


content to follow the Method the Author of it has ſeen 
fit to tate; tho at the ſame time he takes a quite con- 
trary one, for he begins with the Objections with 
which the Letter ends. But, as that is a ſmall Mat- 


ter, I ſhall follow the Method he has choſen, 


I. That which he firft mentions, as a grand Argu- 
ment for the Doctrine we maintain, is 1 John v. 7. 
Tho for what Reaſon this is ſet in the Front, and made 
ſo grand an Argument, can't eſcape Remark, by ſuch as 
know, that no extraordinary ſtreſs is laid upon it, tho 
it will not eaſily be parted with, I think I might, 
with a good Grace, repreſent it asa grand Argument, 
ſince hardly any, who Pong for the Doctrine, do fail 

And I am credibly inform'd, that 
it has been choſen by more than one ſince this Con- 
troverſy was ſtarted, as a moſt proper Text for Ser- 
indeed take the 
Words according as they ſound, and are commonly 
explain'd, and 'tis a Queſtion whether there is any 
Text in the Bible that could be pitch'd upon to ſo 
good purpoſe ; for this Text alone afſerts an Onenels 


to make ule of it. 


mons upon the Controverſy, An 


of all the three Perſons, 


*Tis repreſented indeed, as if it was paſt all Contro- 
verſy, (no unuſual Trick of Confidence and Boaſting 
with theſe Gentlemen) that it belongs not to the ſacred 
Text 1, yet the Author cant but know, how much has 
bern alledg d by Men of great Judgment, Sincerity, and 


Learning in Defence of it: Not only Gerhard, and the 


It amous Dr, Hammond, among many others; but Dr. 
Mills, and Monſieur Martin of late, after the maſt care- 
ful Reſearches, have given the World ſufficient Satisfac- 
tion upon this Subject. And is it not very ſtrange, that 
in ſo ſhort a Compaſs this Writer ſhould be guilty of 
the ſame Trick of Confidence and Boafting which he 
bla mes in the Letter? Is it not as much Confidence 
in him to determine, that the Writers of his ſide 


have given the World Sufficient Satisfaction, as it was 


for 


for the Letter to ſay, it was controverted, or rather 

paſt all Controverſy. What great Difference is there 
in theſe Expreſſions? But as to the Matter it ſelf, it 
ſeems to me to have been of late ſet in a clearer 


Light than ever, and more efpecially by Dr. Mill.. 


It is indeed chiefly from him that I have receiv'd Sa- 
tisfaction, that the Text is not genuine; for tho the 
Doctor himſelf thought it was, yet he has ſo {ſtated 
the Evidence, as that I cannot doubt on which fide 
the Truth lies, unleſs ſome better Proof can be pro- 
duc'd. It is, from the Doctor, apparent, that there 
is not now any one Greek Manuſcript of the New 
Teſtament known by him that has it, nor was 
it in any antient Verſion. And who would doubt then 
whether it be ſpurious, eſpecially conſidering the o- 


ther concurrent Proofs. that are commonly alledg'd ? 
Monſieur Martin's Piece was not publiſh'd, I believe, 


when the Letter was written; but adds very little to 
the Strength of the Cauſe, as this Writer might have 
ſeen, if he would have look'd into the Anſwer to it. 
But that would probably have prevented his writing 
with ſo much Aſſurance as he does, about ſome things 


JJ ER Cf bbs. 
That Cyprian and Tertullian quoted this Paſſage long 
before the Arian Controverſy aroſe, is well known, &c. 
This is another Inſtance of his Confidence and Boaſt- 
ing; for this is not well known, and till he anſwers 
what isargu'd to the contrary, in the Full Enguiry in- 
to the Authority of that Text, I ſhall make bold to be 
go Op oO ad 1 
Whether the Preface to the ſeven Canonical Epiſtles 
were Jerom's or no (which yet Mr. Martin maintains) 
which teſtifies, that the Greek Manuſcripts then had it, 
and charges the Latin Interpreters with Unfaithfulneſs 
in leaving it out ;, tis certain that it is very antient, 
and that, as Jerom's Verſion has it, he proteſts that he 
| had faithfully follow'd the Greek. There is much Art 
and Confidence in this Paſſage : He would have the 
Reader believe that Preface was Jerom's, tho he cares 
not to undertake for it. He lets his Readers know, 
that Mr. Martin maintains it; but he does not tel! 
them, that Dr. Mills has moſt ſolidly confuted that 
Imagination, and expoſed the very things, 8 
8 | rs, 1 8 Calin 
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Calm Defender brings from it, that he has ſhewn it 


was written after Bede's Time, a little before the 
eighth (he means the ninth, for Bede died about the 
middle of the eighth) Century, and therefore is not 
very antient, as he confidently tells the Reader it cer- 
tainly is. Tis farther very artful in him, to ſet out Je- 
rom's Faithfulneſs in following the Greek in his Verſion, 
and tell the Reader that his Verſion has the Text. He 
is ſafe; for the Verſion that paſſes under his Name has 
it: But is there any probability that it had it as it 
came out of Jerom's Hands? Hear Dr, Mills : © Nor is 
it leſs falſe that Jerom firſt reſtored this Verſe in his 
Edition: For if he reſtored it at all, whence comes 
© it to paſs that that Verſe is not read in many Bibles 
© of his Edition, which are very antient and of good 
© Note? Nay, why does Jerom never cite it in his 
© Works where he has to do with Arians, and ſuch like 
© Hereticks. It is very ſtrange, that when he often 
quotes other Places of Scripture in his Epiſtles and 
* Polemical Treatiſes, to eſtabliſh the Catholick Doc- 


© trine concerning the Myſtery of the Holy Trinity, 


© he ſhould not, in ſo much as one Place, produce this 
* Teſtimony of John which he, forſooth, reſtor'd 
from the Greek, and by which the Catholick Faith 
is eſpecially confirm'd.” And if our Author had 
vouchſafed to read the Anſwer to Mr. Martin, he 


would have ſeen that Dr. Bentley could not find this 


Text in his Manuſcript of that Edition of a thouſand 


ears old. I only add, that ſince the Author of that 


Preface is plainly convicted of Forgery, he deſerves no 


and had they who alledge this Text actually produc'd 
it in the Diſpute, and had the Anſwer given by the other 
de been related, it might give much Light into this 


F Matter: But as the Matter now ſtands, I think no- 
it {Wing more, at beſt, can be infer'd, than what I have 
oe ready granted. 1 „ 
2 ö Our 


Credit in any thing he ſays, but as the ſame can be 
ö da by-other Fiese. 
| It is granted that the Paſſage began to appear in the 
Iatin Tranſlation ſoon after the Middle of the fifth 
Century, which cannot be thought any great Argu- 
nent of its being authentick, Had there been any 
t Wch publick Diſpute held, as our Author ſpeaks of, 


24 

- Our Author owns it was omitted in many Copies of 
eld: But, that he may not ſeem to grant too much, 
he adds, as there are many other remarkable Omiſſions 
even in the Alexandrian Manuſcript, as well as this, 
But if he were a fair Writer, he ſhonld have acknow. 
ledg'd that 'tis not only omitted in many, but in 
ALL the old Greet Manuſcripts yet known to be in the 
World; and that it very probably was ſo in all thoſe 
which were in the time of the Arian Controverſy, 
ſince no Writer of that Time pretends to cite it. And 


| where there is ſuch an univerſal Conſent of Manu. 


ſ˖cripts, it would be great Raſhneſs for a Man to go 
againſt it, in judging what belongs to the ſacred Text. 


But our Author is doubtful, whether this Omiſſion 


were owing to the Negligence of Tranſcribers, or the 


Fraud of Hereticks, who, as Socrates obſerves, (Eccl, 


_ Hiſt. I. vii. c. 32.) particularly deprav'd this Epiſtle if 
St. John, in order to ſeparate Chrift's Humanity from his 
Divinity. And does our Author believe Socrates in 


what he ſays? Why then has he not taken care to in- 


form People how they ought to read the Text which, 
he fays, they corrupted? The Text is, 1 John iv. 3. 
And every Spirit that confeſſeth not that Jeſus Chriſt i; 
come in the Fleſh, is not of GOD. This, Socrates pre- 
tends, ſhould be read, Every ow that ſeparates Je- 


fas, [that is, from his Divine Nature] is not of GOD 
It ſhould ſeem, that this was a marginal Note of 


ſome orthodox Tranſcriber, and not that the leaving 
it out was owing to the Fraud of Hereticks. So that 
this is really firſt a Blunder of Socrates, and ſecondly 
of our Author, who ſeems to have taken the Thing upon 
_ truſt, without looking into Socrates. See Valeſ. in Loc. 
Soc. and Mill. in 1 John iv. 3. and Proleg. p. 89g, And 
if our Author and his Friends will venture to alter out 


common Tranſlation upon the Teſtimony of Socrates, 
let them not be ſo diſpleasd with thoſe who would 


leave out 1 John v. 7. upon much better Authority, 
Bot he ſays, One Thing is worthy of notice, that tht 
antient Church never caft upon it any Suſpicion of Forgery, 


ut wherever it appear d, it has been look'd upon as th 


genuine Writing of St. John, I answer, its firſt ap 
pearance is ſo late, that it ſignifies very little. Bu! 
Why is it not as worthy of Notice, that, as the Text wh 
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certainly not to be found in many antient Manuſcripts, 
none of the Antients complain of the Fraud of the 
Hereticks in erazing it? 4 

He adds, The Context alſo ſeems to make Verſe 7, 
neceſſary as conjoin'd to Ver. 8. by And in the beginning 
of it; and as Three that bear Witneſs on Earth, Rand 
in oppoſition to Three that bear Witness in Heaven, 
call d the Teſtimony of GOD, Ver. .. 
_ ?Tis very marvellous that this Gentleman ſhould be 
ſo forward to give his Judgment about a Difficulty 
which, tis evident, he has not look'd into. One 
would expect that a Man ſhould at leaſt have look'd 

into Dr, Mills upon the Text, before he undertook to 
| vouch for his having given the World ſufficient Satiſ- 
faction. They who plead that the Text is ſpurious, 
plead that all theſe Words are interpolated : IJ Hea- 
wen, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt 5 and 
theſe Three are One. And there are Three that bear 
Mitneſs in Earth, So that the Text, according to 
them, ſhould be thus read, For there are Three that 

bear Record, the Spirit, the Water, and the Blood, &c. 
A Man could not read any thing in the Doctor, with- 
out obſerving this to be the Reading of all the Greek 
Manuſcripts, one only excepted, of about five hundred 
| Years old, that has the Words i Earth, which can- 
not deſerve much regard. And our Author need not 
wonder that the Teſtimony of the Spirit ſhould be 
call'd the Teſt:;mony of GOD, ſince the Scripture war— 
_ rants that Expreſſion, Heb. ii, 4. GOD alſo bearing 
them Witneſs both with Signs and Wonders, and divers 
Miracles, and Gifts of the Holy Ghoſt, according to his 
%%% ĩͤâAv y IE on in. 
I might paſs over his next Paragraph, were it not 
that he there diſcovers again his Critical Genius, and 
has ſomewhat very fine, The Letter argued that the 
zeit might very well be underſtood to be one in 
Conſent. He cannot deny it may be ſo; but he ſays, 
more ſeems to be implied: And this he argues from the 
Difference of the Phraſe i avi & eis iv ei But this 
is not material; for the Complutenſian Edition, that 
firſt publiſh'd this Verſe, reads 4g 28 & cio concerning 
the Father, Word, and Holy Ghoſt, and wholly omits 
the Expreſſion after the 1 1ne Spirit, the Ha- 
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ter, and the Blood, And Eraſmws's Edition, upon the 
Credit of what he calls the Codex Britanicus, allo leaves 
out the Phraſe wholly in the eighth Verſe, And the vul- 
gar Latin in both Verſes reads it, And theſe Three are 
One, Without the leaſt difference: So that this Para- 
graph is uſeleſs. I ſhall only add, that Beza under- 


ſtands the Oneneſs here ſpoken of, to be only an One- 


neſs in Teſtimony. 


I took notice that a great Streſs is laid by ſome upon 
the word %, in the Neuter Gender, 1 Joh. v. 7. and Joh. 
x. 30. One, ſay theſe Men, that is, One thing. In anſwer 


to this, I ſhew'd there is no Neceſſity of ſuch an Inter- 


pretation, but that the ſame Expreſſion is us'd where | 
it is not poſſible that it ſhould be render'd Oue thing. 
This Mr. Moore could not anſwer, and therefore he 
prudently took no notice of it. The Letter ſpeaking 


of thoſe Words of Chriſt's Prayer for his Diſciples, 


* x 


That they may be one, Jom w, as we are, asks, * And! 
are we to think that our Saviour deſired his Diſciples | _ 
© ſhould be kept to be one Being? To this he an- 
ſwers, No more than when Chrift ſaid, Mat. v. 48. Be | 
ye perfect, as your Father, which is in Heaven, is per- 
fect, he required his Diſciples ſhould equal GOD in his 
infinite Perfections. Kalas, as, can denote here, as in 
many other Places, but a Similitude or Reſemblance, not | 
the ſame perfect Union, I hope this critical Remark | 


upon the word xafl; will be remember'd againſt we 
come to John v. 23. That all Men ſhould honour the Son, 
even as, xafas, they honour the Father. Truly I think 


"tis juſt ; nor did I ſuppoſe that it did not denote a Si- 
militude or Reſemblance ſometimes, nay, I am willing 


to allow it does ſo here. But the Truth is, the two 
Unities, which our Author ſeems to think are here 


compared, appear to me to be Things that carry not 
in them any Reſemblance or Similitude at all: For an 
Unity of Concord is entirely a different Thing from 


an Unity of Being, But after all, if there could be 
ſome Reſemblance found out, yet it cannot be infer'd 
from the Unity of Believers being compared with the 
Unity between the Father and Son, that the latter is a 
Unity of Eſſence; becauſe as there is nothing of this 


nature in the former, the Compariſon will be good 


without it: And ſince the Greek Expreſſion appears not 


to import ſuch an eſſential Unity, this Unity mnſt be 
prov'd by other Arguments; and theſe Texts, in ſpite 


of our Author, will yield him no Aſfliſtance. 
S, Ver. 21. That they all may be one, as thou Fa- 


ther art in me, and I in thee. There is not ſuch an 
nion among Believers as to he mutually in each other 


and yet they are not only one in Aﬀettion and Deſign, bur 


are all animated and atted by the ſame Spirit, &c. But 
had our Author added the next Words in that Text, 


he had quite ſpoiled his Deſign 3 for that ſhews what 


Kind of Unity Chriſt meant, That they alſo may be one 
2n us. And this is intelligible enough. They were to 
de one in the Father and the Son, by their agreeing in 
| one common Dependance upon both the Father and 
the Son, and receiving Influences from both. And 
thus the Father was in the Son by his Communications 
to him, dwelling in him, and enabling him to do his 
Works; and the Son was in the Father by his Truſt 
in and Dependance upon him. And thus our Lord ex- 
{| plains himſelf afterward, Ver. 22, 23. And the Glory 
| which thou gaveſt me, I have given them, that they may 
Le one, even as we are one, I in them, and thou in 
me, that they may be made perfect in one, that the 
World may believe that thou haſt ſent me, Dr. Whitby, 
with good Reaſon, I think, interprets the Glory there 
mention'd to ſignify the Power of working Miracles; 
- Which will ſhew plainly enough the Juſtice of the Ac- 
count [ have given of the Oneneſs between the Father 
and the Son, and of that among Believers, which is 


compared to it. 


Our Author, þ. 27. brings two Arguments from Dr. 
\ Whitby, who ſays, It appears that Chrijt ſpeaks not of an 
Unity of Will and Concord only, 1. From the Reaſon aſ- 
ien d of the Security of the Sheep, the want of Power in 
any one to ſnatch them out of the Hand of Chriſt, being one 


in Power with the Father: For the Foundation of this Ar- 


gument is not that the Father's Will, but that his Power 


was above all. The Letter expreſly mention'd their be- 
ing one in the Exerciſe of their Power, But whether 
that Author will allow it, or no, I ſee no Abſurdity 


in granting that they might upon a farther account be 
ſaid to be one in Power, in as much as that Power _ 
which our Saviour exerciſed, was really the Power of 
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e 
the Father, he dwelling in him, and enabling him to 
do the Works; which will not at all infer, as the Doc- 
tor afterwards does with Chryſaſtom, that if the Power 


be the ſame, the Eſſence muſt be ſo. We ſee, by what 


] mention'd from the Doctor before, the Power that 
Chriſt had from the Father of working Miracles, he 
gave to his Apoſtles; and yet he will not ſuppoſe, be- 


cauſe they had the fame Power with Chriſt, they had 
the ſame Eſſence. The thing is evident from the 


_ Goſpel, that this Power is originally in the Father, 


and that from him 'tis communicated to the Son, 


_ who immediate ly exerciſes it. Nor can I imagine, if 1D 
Chriſt's Divine Nature was equal in Power to the m 
Father, why we fo continually read of the Father's to 
dwelling and working in him. Why ſhould our Sa- | © 
viour ſo conſtantly refer the Works he did to the Fa-. 
ther rather than to himſelf, if he were as much the | fe: 
Original of that Power, whereby the Works were | wi 
% ⁰ ann ff Engine {aw 
21. The Doctor's other Reaſon is taken from the In- ve 


fFference of the Jews, that by theſe words he made hiniſelf | 
60 D, and ſo was guilty of Blaſphemy. But as the 
Letter ſhews, that this was an unreaſonable Cavil of 
the Jem, and the Defender has not reply'd any thing 

to that Part of it, I refer the Reader to the Letter it 


elf, pag. 23, 44. 


II. The next Argument the Letter anſwers, pag. 20. 


is, That Chriſt is expreſly call'd Gd in ſeveral Pla- 
© ces of the Scripture.” This the Calm Defender pro- 


ceeds to vindicate, pag. 22. I could wiſh the Reader 
would peruſe that Part of the Letter, and fee whether | 
the Defender has nct gone very ſuperficially over it. 


 _ However, he ſeems to allow what the Letter pre- 


tends, that others beſide the Supreme GOD are ſome - cel 
times call'd God, upon the account of their ſpecial J ger 
Dignity and Authority. Theſe things the Letter thi 
pleads to juſtify the Scripture's giving Chriſt that Þ fer 
Name, upon ſuppoſition of his not being the ſapreme | 
But our Author tells us, Ter ſuch as read the Scrip- Fel 
tures with Care and unprejudic'd Minds (that is, the ] bir 
Calm Defender and his Friends, be ſuregnot the Author Þ ct 


of 


„„ 


of the Letter, which is a little too aſſuming for 2 


Gentleman of his Calmneſs) n, needs obſerve, that 


the Name and Characters of Divinity are every where 
aſcribd and challeng'd, in quite another manner, and 
utterly in another ſenſe tothe bleſſed Jeſus, than to As- 
gels or Governors, or any mere Creatures. What is 


| this to the purpoſe ? Did not the Letter ſhew, that 
Chriſt might have a higher Right than any others to 
this Title? Let the Reader conſult, pag. 23. which 
the Defender does not take notice of. As Chrift is 
 tranſcendentty above all Angels and Governors in 
Dignity and Authority, he may have this Title in a 
more eminent Senſe given to him, and yet be inferior 


to the ſupreme GOD. 


lle ſays, We do not only urge, that the Name and 


Title of God is frequently given to him, which in but a © 
fem Inſtances is given to Geatures; but that tis given 
without any Limitation, or any Circumſtances that ſhould 
determine it to a figurative ſenſe, The Name is gi- 
ven to Creatures many times in the Scripture, per- 

| haps as many as 'tis to Chriſt; but that 1 will not 

| here conteſt, having not number'd them. Seve- 
ral Places are overlook'd by an Exgliſ Reader, 

| becauſe D is in Engliſb ſometimes render'd the 
Judge, or Angels. And there is as much Limitation 
with reference to Chriſt, to prevent our apprehend- 
ing him to be the ſupreme G0 D, as there is with re- 


ference to any others. The whole Scripture is a Li- 
mitation, which determines that there is but one 


60D, and that the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
is he; and conſequently Chriſt cannot be calhd GO b 


in the ſtricteſt and moſt proper ſenſe of the word. 


But our Author would confute his being cal/d 1God 


in ſome * Senſe, as a Being of great deriv'd Ex- 


cellency and delegated Power, from the inevitable Dau- 
ger of Miſtate and Idolatry, And what he urges to 


| this purpoſe is, that we ind Jeſus Chriſt doth ſo indife 


ferently aſſume, and hath ſo often given him the Title 
of Lord, Jehovah; and yet tis ſaid, Plal. Ixxxiii. 18. 
that Men may know that thou, whoſe: Name alone is 
| Jehovah, are the moſt High. But this need not give 
him any Diſturbance; for it is not unuſual in the 
Scripture for one Perſon, when he repreſents another, 
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3 (30 
to aſſume the Stile and Title of that other. Nor can 
that ſtreſs be laid upon the words of the Pfalmiſt , for 
the words may full as well be render'd, as the LXX, 
and the French render them, That thou, whoſe Name is 
Jehovah, art alone oft High. His other Arguments, 
from his being calld the True GOD, and the. Great 


GOD, are not clear; becauſe the Texts he would al- 


ledg do, or at leaſt may, relate to the Father. And 
as to his being God over all bleſſed for ever, it will 
come under Conſideration etſewhere,  _ 


Hue tells us in the next Place, That Dr. Whitby 


well obſerves, not hing is abſolutely in the Scripture, and 
in the ſingular Number, called God for any other Rea- 


fon, than that the Divine Nature is imparted to it. 


The Doctor is not guilty of ſo great an Abſurdity, 
and he has wrong cited him in ſeveral reſpe&s, unlefs 
he uſes a different Edition from mine. The word 


 Abſelutely is not us'd by the Doctor, but is an Addition] 
of the Calm Defender's. The Doctor talks of the New 

Teſtament only, and inſtead of that our Author makes 

him ſpeak of wed ha wwe in general, The DoRor 


knew well enough, that the word God is us'd in the 


ſingular Number, for one that was not properly | 


60 D. And J could give many Inſtances of it. Nor 


indeed do I ſee how the Doctor's Aſſertion, when re- 


ſtrain'd to the New Teſtament, can be juſtify d: For 


the word GOD is certainly  us'd in the fingular Þþ 


Number therein for ſuch as were not properly G00. 


See 2 Cor. iv. 4. 2 Theſſ. ii. 4. Adds xii. 22. Finally, 
thoſe words, That hat h not the Divine Nature imparted | 
to it, are not the Doctor's, and I cannot but wonder | 
at our Author's uſing them. Has Chriſt, according to | 
his Opinion, the Divine Nature imparted to him? By 
whom is it then imparted ? Is it not by the Father! 


If it be by the Father, how can Chriſt be the ſell⸗ 


exiſtent, ſelf-originated GOD? Certainly our Au- 


thor did not conſider here what he wrote. 


The Letter, pag. 24. proceeds to ſhew, * That 
© Chriſt is diftinguiſh'd from the ſupreme GOD, and 
© that, in ſome of thoſe Places where the Title (of 


© God) is given him, Thus, fays he, when the 
* WORD is called God in the beginning of St. Job's 
_$ Goſpel, tis expreſly ſaid, The WQ RD. Tas 775 


CH) 


* COD, and the WORD was a God. And is not that 


© God, who was the Mord, plainly diſtinguiſh'd from 


© the GOD with whom in the Beginning he was? Was 
| © God the Word the ſame with him with whom he was? 
| This laſt Query he only takes notice of; and to it he 
| anſwers, And why may he not be the ſame in one reſpectt, 
and yet differ in another; and the Word was with 
| GOD, and the Word was GOD, Ver. 1.? The Rea- 
| fon is, becauſe the ſame numerical Being cannot poſ- 
| fibly differ from it ſelf. If therefore the one Reſpect, 
he ſpeaks of, be that of his Eſſence, and he is the ſame 
with the Father in Efſence, he cannot differ from him 
in any reſpect. A Man may diſtinguiſh the ſeveral At- 
tributes of the ſame Being in his Thoughts; but he can- 
not ſuppoſe the ſame Being to be the Subject, and not 
the Subject of the ſame Attributes. Suppoſe the Eſſence 
of the Father and the Son are the ſame, tis impoſli- 
ble, in my Apprehenſion, that the ſame Eſſence ſhould 
be both unbegotten and begotten, He goes on: Why, 
according to the common Doctrine, may we not ſuppoſe = 
that he was the ſame in Nature and eſſential Perfettions, 


tho diftinit in Perſon ? If by Nature he means ſpecifick, 


and not individual Nature, we cannot ſuppole it with- 


out making two GODS, as properly as two Men that 


have the ſame ſpecifick Nature, are two Men. If he 
means individual Nature, then are Father and Son on- 
Ih two different Names of one and the fame Being, 
nor can any Difference at. all be made between them. 
Nor have I any Notion of a diſtinct Perſon, that does 
not imply a diſtin Being; and all the Proofs I can 
find in Scripture of the Father and Son's being diſtin& 
Perſons, as ſtrongly and convincingly demonſtrate to 


me they are diſtin& Beings, 


. ; 
* 


Or that his Godhead was the ſame with that of his 
Father, tho he was in ſome Senſe different from him, 
who in order of Subſiftence, and in way of Diſtinction, 
| bears the Name of GOD the Father?" 
And is this the Chriſtian Religion ? Is this the Doc- 
trine of the Goſpel ? Is this a fundamental Article of 
our Faith, and neceſſary to Salvation? Can Men be- 
lieve that GOD lays our Salvation upon the Belief of 


5 ” 


a Doctrine that needs ſuch an anintelligible Explica- 
tion? How can his Godhead be the ſame, and yet he 


4 


in order of Subſiſtence differ from him? How can he 
have the ſame entire Godhead, (for he will not con- 
ceive of his having only a Part) and yet there be any 
Diſt inction between him and the Father? What a mi. 
ferable Caſe muſt a Multitude of poor Souls be in 
who cannot take in the Scholaſtick Subtleties, if there 
be no Salvation without believing this; or if the not 
believing it be ſo dangerous as this Author would have 
us think? But, I thank GOD, the Goſpel is it ſelf 


much plainer than theſe blind Comments and con- 


founding Interpretationss. . 
There were a few more Queries which the Letter 


put upon this Text in John, which Mr, Moore has not | 


vouchſafed to anſwer, I will make bold to tranſcribe 
and repeat them here, becauſe I {till as much want an 
Anſwer to them as ever; and perhaps that may be a 


Means of procuring this Gentleman's Anſwers to em. 


Thus then the Letter goes on: Does the Evangeliſt 
© delign to tell us, That the Word was with himſelf ? 
Who ever talks after that rate? If this were his De. 


© fign, why was not that Expreſſion, And the Word | 
was with GOD, entirely left out? Does it add any 


_ © thing to the Senſe, provided the next Expreſſion is 


thus to be underſtod, And the WORD was the Su- 
« preme GOD? Whatever the Meaning is of being | 


with GOD, according to theſe Men, was it poſſible 


© that he ſhould be otherwiſe than with him, if he had]; 
© the ſame individual Effence or Subſtance with him?“ 
No doubt our Author paſs'd over this, as he does ma- 


ny other Things, becauſe he thought them not to be of 


weight, p. 48. I believe the Reader will, with me, 


Q 


think otherwiſe. 


ſwer here is exceeding ſuper ficial As if, ſays he, Chriſ 
was not tobe conſider d as a Wes ju nd of whom ſome 
Things are evidently ſpoken wit 


Perſon, others with reſpect to bis human Nature, (why 
not his human Perſon, if his Divinity conſtitutes now 
a Divine Perſon ? This does hot ſound orthodox; and 
perhaps this Gentleman may fall under Cenſure un 
FFF ſome 


Another Place, the Letter alledg'd, was Pſal. xlv. 7. 
cited Heb. i. 8. And then added, Can he be the Su- 
preme GOD who has one to be a GOD to him, and 
© to beſtow a Reward upon him? Mr. Moore's An- 


reference to his Divine 


pq 20 BD -& A a, wv dh. 09 ws MA Lo nd th ans. at. 


Retreat for them in a multitude of Difficulties. But 


5 (33) T 

ſome of his Brethren for it. I thought the two Na- 
tures had conſtituted but one Perſon,) and others that 
directly concern his Office as Mediator. And this is a ſafe 


why ſhould the Father, according to this Scheme, be 


| our Saviour's GOD, as he is frequently call'd? Or 
| why is Chriſt's Divine Nature never call'd the GOD of 
his Human Nature? Or how will he anſwer what is 
| alledg'd in the Letter, That the Head of Chriſt, this 
Complex Perſon, is GOD? Or how could our Saviour, 
upon his Principles, be juſtified in ſaying, A. Father 
is greater than 1? To ſay the I does not mean his 
Complex Perſon is abſurd, and opens a Gap for Equi- 


vocations, as it repreſents Chriſt guilty of one: An 


a Man may be juſt fo juſtified in ſay ing a little Child 
juſt born is greater than himſelf, meaning than his little 
Finger. But farther, as to that Text, Chriſt is there 
{poken of as God; and therefore when it is ſaid of him, 
notwithſtanding, that his GOD had anointed him, tis 
but reaſonable to underſtand this of him with reſpect to 
his Godhead there mention'd; and that the Father is 
here ſtiled his GOD, as he is the GOD of Gods. And 
when GOD is ſtiled the GOD and Father of our Lord 
Teſus Chriſt, why may we not underſtand that He is as 
well his GOD as his Father with reſpe& to both his 

| Natures, or his whole Complex Perſon? Does not 
the Scripture lead us into a dangerous Error, accord. 
ing to our Author's Notion, by ſpeaking in ſuch an 


// ĩ ¾ (( 
There was another Hint given likewiſe in the Letter, 


vz. That the Words might as well be render'd, There- 

Þ fore, O God, thy GOD hath anointed thee, which 

yet make it more neceſſary to confider GOD as Chriſt's 
GOD, with reſpe& to his Divine Nature. This Ren- 
dering the Hebrew, the Septuagint, and the Syriack will 
bear; and 'tis follow'd by the French, Dutch, Junius, 
and Tremell;us and Bea. 5 


When I had written this, I caſt my Eye upon Dr. 


Whitby's Annotation on the Place, which I think the 
Reader will not be diſpleas' d with, however he keeps 
to our common rendering: God, even thy God, ſays 
che; for Chriſt is God of GOD, according to the VH 
+ cene Symbol. Hence do the Primitive Fathers diſt 10 —5 
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(34) 3 
© guiſh betwixt him and the Father: That GOD the 
Fat her is that GOD, above whom there is no other 
= GOD; whereas Chriſt is God of GOD, and, as to 

© that, inferior to GOD the Father. So Juſtin Mar- 
© tyr and Jrenaus," „ VV 
DOar Author would have us think, in this Text it 
may be intimated, that he has a Throne and Dominion 
as God by Nature, which is for ever and ever, different 
from his Mediatorial Kingdom, and that delegated Power 
which he is ſhortly to reſign. But I ſhould 15 glad to 
have ſeen him produce the Places of Scripture where 
this Doctrine is plainly and clearly expreſs'd. If it 
de a great and important Truth, no doubt it is more 
than barely intimated, Let him produce next time! 


ſome clear Paſſages of Scripture to prove, That Chriſt! 


| nsGod by Nature has a Throne and Dominion, that is, Þ 


I. let him prove that he has a Throne or Dominion by] 


any other Title than the Grant of the Father, His! 
Argument from this Text will not prove it; becauſe F 
Whatever way muſt be taken to reconcile the Aﬀertion Þ © 
of his delivering up the Kingdom to the Father with | 


— Eternity of his Throne (which I ſhall not now en- 


| Thing can be more manifeſt through the whole Bible, 


| 
| 
| 
a 
] 
e 
4 
C 
n 
quire into) tis certain the Kingdom which is given to C 
him by the Father is ſpoken of in like manner elſe-F , 

| Where; and therefore the ſame Throne and Dominion] [ 
may be meant in the Place before us. Lule i. 32, 33. 8 
he Lord GOD ſhall give unto him the Throne of his | . 
Father David: And he ſhall reign over the Houſe of Jacob 1 
for ever, and of his Kingdom there ſhall be no end, I L 
will only add, that our Author might have ſpared this A 
| Obſervation, if he had conſider'd the main Scope of | P' 
the Apoſtle, which was, to prove that Chriſt had oh- th 
tain d by Inheritance a more excellent Name than the 
1 N and therefore is made ſo much better than they, ® 


III. The next Argument which is anſwer'd in the! th 
Letter, p. 25. is taken from Rom, ix. 5. Who is over] 
all, God bleſſed for ever. The Reply to it is given in 
the Words of the Apoſtle, 1 Cor, xv. 27. But when ht | 
| faith, All Things are put under him, it is manifeft that be 
I excepted who did put all Things under him, I think no- 


than 


1 


hey - 


than that Chriſt is a diſtin Perſon or Being from th 


Father, and that 'tis the Father only who is abſolutely 
GOD over all, as being over the Son himſelf; and in- 


deed it ſeems a Contradiction to ſay, That there are 


two abſolute ſupreme Beings. This being the whole 
Tenour of the Goſpel, it muſt be neceſſary ſo to ex- 
plain any particular Paſſage, as to make it conſiſtent 


with it, even tho” it were ſuppos'd to carry ſome Dif- 


ficulty in it. Now I do not think that the Difficulty 
here is very great: For there is no Difficulty in allow- 
ing the Term God to be given to him; and the aſſerting 
him to be over all, as having a full Dominion over the 
whole World, is agreeable to the Scriptures, which 
every where attribute this to the Gift and Commiſſion 
of the Father; and the Text alledg'd in the Letter is 
as clear a Proof of it as any can be deſired. Nor need a 
Man be put to a Shift to ſatisfy his own Reaſon or Conſci- 
| ence in ſo explaining the Paſſage under Conſideration, | 
And, I think, it is remarkable that the Article in the 
\ Greek is not here prefix'd, which would have made it 
—— on underſtand it of the One, or the Supreme 
I I do not believe the word keis, Hleſſed, is ſo con- 
| ftantly appropriated to GOD, according to the Lan- 
guage of the Jewiſh Nation, as may be ſeen by theſe 
Places, wherein we find it is made uſe of in the 
Tranſlation of the LXX. Gen, xxiv. 31. XXVI, 29. 
Deut. vii. 14. Ruth. ii. 20. 1 Sam. xv. 13. XIV. 33. 
And as that Word and iwxeſnuw©®- are of the ſame Im- 
port, and therefore ſometimes one, and ſometimes. 
the other is us'd in rendering the Hebrew Pu, tis 
eaſy to be obſerv'd that the latter is in the New Teſta-= 
ment uſed for others beſide the Supreme GOD. 
Mr. Moore ſays, That God bleſſed, or bleſſed for 
evermore, is obſerv'd ſcarce to occur above four times in 
the New Teſtament, and ftill manifeſtly denotes the moſt 
high 60 D, and is applied to him, Rom. i. 25. as diftin- 
guiſh'd from all Creatures whatſoever, This Obſervation 
IJ do not underſtand, The words GOD and Bleſſed 
are found join'd together in five Places at leaſt, Late i, 
68. 2 Cor. i. 3. Eph. i. 3. 1 Pet. i. 3, and here Rom. ix, 5. 
| Now in the other four 'tis a Doxology, which looks a 
little fair towards Mr. Whifton's Notion, that it is to 
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be ſo underſtood in this Place under Conſidleration: 


And as Mr. Moore has reſer'd me to Mr, Whiſton, and 


T have look'd into him on this Occaſion, I muſt own, 
on ſecond Thoughts, his making it a Doxology in this 
Place, and wholly to belong to the Father, is not al- 


together improbable. The only Objection that I can 


_ perceive lies with any Strength againſt it, is, That 
then iWacſnrs ought to have been placed in the begin- 
ning of the Sentence; which appears to me to be 
much lighter than that which lies againſt our Author's, 
which is the whole Tenour of the New-Teſtament- 
Nr ro win: 
As to the Expreſſion of Bleſſed for evermore, it oc- 
curs three times only, that I can find, in the New 
_ Teſtament, Rom. i. 25. and 2 Cor. xi. 31. beſide the 
Place under conſideration. In the firſt of theſe 'tis not 
join'd with the word GOD, tho ſpoken of GOD. 
Mr. Moore ſays, tis applied to him, as diſtinguiſh'd from 
all Creatures whatſoever. Let it be ſo; as no doubt 
There is a Bleſſedneſs peculiar to the Supreme GOD : 
It is, however, plain in the other Text'tis applied to Þ 
__ GOD as diſtinguiſid from our Lord Jeſus Chriſt , The 
GOD and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, who is bleſſed 


$ ++ 


ii 8 
Mir. Moore thinks we muſt conclude from theſe exalt- 
ell and diſtinguiſhing Titles ſo freely given to Itſus Chriſt, 
that he is God in the preper Senſe, and one with the Fa- 
ther, theſe being not perſonal Properties, but Characters 
| belonging to the Nature of GOD. That exalted Titles 
ſhould be given to our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, cannot ſeem 
ſtrange to any Chriſtian : But the Queſtion is, Whe- 
ther here is any Title given to Chriſt which may not 


be ſuppos d communicable. Mr. Robinſon has obſerv'd, 


Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, p- 23. That © the Me- 
d © diator, nay, the very Man Ch n 
D and perhaps often has the Name God put upon him. 
Lask then, Whether the Mediator, nay, the very Man 
Chriſt Jeſus, may not be juſtly ſaid to be bleſſed for 
evermore? For ought I ſee, GOD is a Perſon ;, and 
tho Mr. Moore may think fit to take it for granted 
that the Nature of GOD has ſome Characters belong- 
ing to it which are not perſonal, yet he muſt allow 
others, Who content themſelves with plain Revela- 


riſt Jeſus might have, 


tion, 


nme. 


"oy 
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tion, to diſregard his Diſtinction till they ſee ſome ſo- 


lid Proof of it 7 5 On 
The Note of Theophylatt, he here gives us from Dr. 


Whitby, is indeed in Theophylat, whoſe Judgment is 
not of any great account, being a Writer of the ele. 


venth Century. The Place in Dr. Whitby is not right. 


ly cited, at leaſt according to the Edition I conſulted. 
I can only ſay this to it, That I hardly believe Dr. 
Whitby is fo injudicious as to ſuppoſe all the Fathers 


from the beginning uſed this as an Argument to prove 


| that our Saviour was the Supreme GOD, ſince he 
knows very well that this was not the Faith of ſeveral, 


at leaſt, of thoſe who lived before the Nicene Council. 


Tis certain, for Inſtance, that Origen, and the Gene- 
rality of Chriſtians in his Time, did not acknowledge 
Chriſt to be my em mo by, as may appear by his 
Words cited by Mr. Mhiſton, Prim. Futh, pag, 15, 
Whence it appears, that Origen either read this Text 

differently from our preſent Copies, or that he muſt 

have given a very different Interpretation of it from 


what our Author does. 


IV. The next Argument the Letter anſwers is taken 
from Chriſt's having the Creation of the World aſcri= _ 
bed to him, Mr. Moore ſums up my Anſwer in ſhort, 
That I would have the Father confider'd as the primary 
Creator; and that the Son did create by a Power derived 
from the Father, I think 'tis evident, that if the Son 


created by a Power derived from the Father, the Fa- 


ther muſt of neceſſity be conſider'd as the primary 
Creator. And ſince Mr. Moore nndertook to reply to 
me, I wonder he ſhould not either grant or deny my 
Aſſertion, or take ſome notice of my Proof. Let him 
ſpeak plain next time, and ſay, Whether the Son de- 

bis Creating Power from the Father, or no? 1 
will, however, examine curiouſly what he here al- 
ledges, which I think is not very material, at leaſt for 


rived 


the moſt part, He ſays, I do not tell whether that deri- 


ved Power be finite or infinite. And what need had I 
to doit? Why ould we, as he adds himſelf in the 
ſame Page, affect to be wiſe above what is written? Is it 


not enough for me that it was a Power ſufficient for 


the Work, ſince that was certainly wrought by it? 


- OT 

But you ſhall ſee, by what he adds, the Reaſon why 
| he would have had me ſpeak particularly of this: Whe- 
ther an infinite Power can be derived and imparted, ex- 
cept the Divine Nature, to which it ſeems inſeparably to 
belong, be communicated, And is not this a wiſe Queſ- 


tion? Muſt not our Author by the Divine Nature here 


neceſſarily mean the individual Nature of him that 
communicates it? And is it not a flat Contradiction to 
 fay, that any one does communicate his own individual 
Nature? And if it be not his individual Nature, 
muſt not the ſuppos'd Communication neceſſarily infer 
a diſtin& and complete GOD? Or whether a finite and 
| ſecondary Power can ſignify any thing in a proper Creation, 


hich the Scripture repreſents as immediately perform d 


by himſelf, who commanded, and it was done. It matters 
not to enquire what a ſecondary, that is, a derived 
Power can ſignify, ſince, if we believe the Scriptures, 
we have Evidence that GOD made uſe of ſuch an one. 


That GOD made the World immedately, is not ſaid 


In the Scripture ; nor are there any Expre ſſions there- 
in which do not well conſiſt with the Account it gives 


of Ob's creating all Things by another, even by Je- 
ſus Chriſt : For he that makes a Thing by another, 


may well be ſpoken of, under an abſolute Expreſſion, 


as the Maker of it. This our Author may talk of as 
an Abſurdity, if he pleaſes. But a little more Defe- 


rence to the Scriptures would become him, and he 
- ought fairly to have conſider'd the plain Texts I 
brought for it, before he had ventur'd to ſpeak in ſuch. 
I do not think the Inference is juſt, that becauſe 
without the Word was not any thing made, that was 
made, therefore. he muſt make Limſelf ; even ſuppoſing 


that he was made himſelf, becauſe the Exception is 


then ſo manifeſt, as that it was needleſs to make it. 
Juſt as the Apoſtle argues, But when he ſauh, All 
Things are put under him, it is manifeſt that he is except- 
ed who did put all Things under him. Beſides, I think 
it ſafeſt to ſpeak of the Derivation of the Word from 
 GODn e e Torons and I do not find it expreſ- 
fel there dy his rakes of him. 
Mr. Moore acts very prudently in paſſing by the 
Texts I urged, Heb. i. 2. Eph. iii. 9. where — » 
„ | T = 4 
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ſaid to make all Things 4, by Chrift, and in ſubſtitu- 
ting another in the room, where 'tis ſaid, Al! Things 
were made di avis, by him, Col. i. 16. His Anſwer 


looks a little plauſible, when he brings a Text wherein 


all Things are ſaid to be of and ro the Supreme GOD, 
Rom. xi, 36. tho I know not thro what Careleſneſs he 
has left out the rendering of the Expreſſion he aims at, 
and has given us the proper rendering of it, and not 


did, thro or by him. Now, if he would ſpeak home to 


the purpoſe, and make a Parallel between GOD and 
_ Chriſt, he muſt ſearch for ſome Place where Chriſt is 


ſaid to have created all Things by the Father; for up- 
on that the Streſs of the Argument lies, as our Author 
| ſeems to have been ſenſible enough, when he declin'd _ 
conſidering it, Whatever elſe is contain'd under this 
Head has been anſwer'd” before, Part I. 'q 14, 15, 16, 
hk 10; that - 
the inſpired Writer does, without Difficulty or N 1 
without any Explication to limit or qualify the Senſe, apply 
dlirectly to him what Pal. cii. is confeſſedly addreſs'd to 
the Supreme GOD; And Thou, Lord, in the beginning 


17. unleſs it be what he urges from He 


haſt laid the Foundation, &c. 


This Argument has, perhaps, not been fully an- 
ſwer'd; and therefore I ſhall now ſpeak a little di- 
ſtinctly to it. And here I deſire the Reader to ob- 
ſerve, that tis not eaſy for us, in ſome Caſes, to ac- 
count for the manner in which the Writers of the 
New Teſtament do cite Paſſages from the Old: They 

had a certain Direction to aſſure them of the Exact- 


_ neſs of the 1 tho we are not able always to 
eee K. 


« | Expr els 


mention this, that we may be ſenſible 
ow cautions we ſhould be in forming Arguments 
from ſach Things, The Reader will underſtand me 
by an Inſtance I ſhall give: Hof. xi. I. we have this 
Paſſage, When Iſrael was a Child, then I loved him, and 
call d my Son out of Egypt. Let a Man read what fol- 
lows there, and he will be apt to think that Iſrael is 
there to be underſtood in the common Senſe, and that 
the Text relates to the Deliverance of the Children of 
Iſrael out of Egypt by Moſes and Aaron; and I may 
ſay, I believe, that this has been confeſſedly the Senſe _ 
of the Place according to Interpreters: And yet the 
Evangeliſt does not ſtick to make theſe Words a molt 
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expreſs Prophecy of Chriſt's being call'd out of Egypt 
when he was a Child, Matth. ii. 15, Will any Man 
now be ſo abſurd, as upon this Account to argue that 
the Children of Iſrael were the Chriſt? And yet, for 
ought I ſee, the Argument may be made as ſtrong for 
that, as our Author's is in the preſent Caſe : For the 
Words in Pſal. cii, do not appear more plainly and 
cConfeſſedly ſpoken of the Supreme GOD, than the 


other do of the Children of 1-ael. 


This is, I think, enough to abate the Triumphs of 
Men from this Text: But I ſhall here a little more 
carefully examine the Meaning of it, according to a 
Hint I have lately receiv'd, . I think then the Writer 
of the Epiſtle is to be underſtood all along, from the 
b to the end of the Chapter, to cite the 
Words of the old Teſtament as the Words of the Fa- 
ther of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, How evident is this? 
Ver. 5. For to which of the Angels ſaid HE at any time, 
| Thou art my Son, this Day have I begotten thee? And 
again: I will be to him à Father, and he ſhall be to me 
Son? And {who {can be the ZE who here ſpeaks | 
but the Father? And again, Ver. 6. And when HE 
_ again bringeth in the Firſt-begotten into the World, HE 
ſaith, And let all the Angels of GOD worſhip him, Is 
not He that bringeth the Firſt-begotten into the FF 


fifth Verſe 


World, the Perſon who ſpeaks theſe Words? And 


Why in like manner are we not to underitand the 

tenth Verſe as the Words of the Father to the Son? 
Some of the Pſalms are plainly interlocutory, as 
Pſal. xxiv. And what Impropriety can there be in 


ſuppoſing the firſt twenty four Verſes of Pſal. cii, to 


be the Words of Chriſt ? And particularly, why may 
not Ver. 24. be conſider d as the Prayer of Chriſt to 


the Father; 7 ſaid, O my GOD, take me not amay in 


the midſt of my Days, thy Tears are throughout all Gene- 
rations ? and all the reſt of the Pſalm as the Father's 
Anſwer to it, wherein he ſpeaks in a promiſſory Stile 
to him, Of old haft thou laid the Foundations of the 


Earth, and the Heavens are the Work of thy Hands. 


They ſhall periſh, but thou fhalt endure? [In the He. 
brew tis Ny; and therefore, I ſhould think, we 
ſhould rather read in the LXX. and the Apoſtle's Cita- 
tion duapurdis, than Srapwer, which is agreeable enough 
N . 4 , 
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to the reſt that follows.] yea, all of them ſhall wax old 1 
like a Garment, as a Veſture ſhalt thou change them, and = | 
they hall be changed: But thou art the ſume, and thy 1 
Tears ſhall have no end, The Children of thy Ser vants 44 
ſhall continue, and their Seed ſtall be eſtabliſſid before af 
thee. Compare . liii. 10. and Pſal. Ixxxix. 29, 36, 10 
37. Upon the whole, I take theſe to be the Words 
of the ſupreme GOD ſpoken to his Son, and not 1 
ſpoken to the ſupreme 60 D himſelf. And when 9 


they are thus conſider'd, they do not in the leaſt op- 


poſe my Scheme, who aſſuredly hold, that GO) H 
created all things by Jeſus Chriſt, and by him made the ——_ 
Worlds, This Interpretation, I think, beſt ſuits te 


Apoſtle's Account; but if others think only that it will 
bear, and that tis not neceſſary, they ought to ac. 
knowledge, that they cannot fairly fetch an Argument 


againſt me from it, 


V. The next Argument I anſwer'd was taken from 
the Omniſcience of Chrilt, There can hardly any thing 
be more (light and ſuperficial, than what Mr. Moore 
ſays on this Head. 1 ſhew'd by a particular Inſtance, 

that too much ſtreſs is laid upon Peter's manner of 

| ſpeaking); ſince the ſame was us'd among the Jews, 
when they deſign'd not an abſolute Omniſcience. He 
is not able to gainſay my Obſervation grounded upon 
the Woman of Tekoah's words to David, 2 Sam. xiv. 

17, 19, 20. only he does not know with what Decency 
Thring this into Compariſon with Peter's words to Chrilt, 
Nothing is more decent ſure than to compire one 
Part of Scripture with another, that ſo we may un- 
derſtand the Force of any particular Expreſſion; and 
in the preſent Caſe there is the greater Decency, be- 
cauſe this reconciles what is ſaid of Chriſt in one 

Place, with what is ſaid of him in another, which 
our Author could not do for want of his taking the 
ſme Method. His own Conſcience will let him 
know I ſaid nothing, which at all hinted, that 1 
thought a Compariſon was to be made between De- 
vid's Knowledge and Chriſt's ; but only intended to 
ſhew from what is ſaid to David, without his contra- 
dicting it, that our Saviour's not contradicting . Petr 
will not infer an abſolute O-mniſcience, which our Sa— 
viour himſelf does molt expreſly diſclaim, 


(42) 
I do not ſee that he has added any thing to the 
Strength of the Objection, as I had repreſented it, 
except by adding one Text, 1 Kings viii. 3o. Now 
this knowing the Heart muſt be own'd to be originally 


and tranſcendently the Prerogative of the ſupreme 


60D; but yet, as I urg'd, he is able to impart the 
Knowledge of the Heart to others, as he did in ſome 
Caſes to the Prophets. This he is not able to deny; 
but he asks, Did ever any Prophet challenge the Prero- 
gative to himſelf of knowing Hearts, in the Expreſſions 


that are employ'd, on purpoſe to ſet forth the Ommiſcience 


„% GOD? Could he imagine I was at all oblig'd to 
aſſert any ſuch thing? I never thought that any Pro- 


pähet had that Knowledge which-Chriſt had. But as 
the Heart is ſo very ſecret, and hard to be known, 


the knowing that certainly is ſpoken of as a great In- 
ſtance of GOD's Knowledge; but not as tho he 
could not impart it if he pleas d. This I ſhew'd he 


has done to his Prophets in ſome Caſes, and I can ſee. 
no Reaſon why he that imparts the Knowledge of a 
Man's Heart at one time, may not be able to give an 
Inſight into his Heart at all times if he pleaſes : Or 
why he, that can impart the conſtant Knowledge of 


the Heart of one Man, may not impart the Know. 


| ledge of the Hearts of all Men. I think our Author 


would have ſpoken more properly, had he ſaid, theſe 


Elxpreſſions are imploy'd to ſet forth one Part of that 


Knowledge which is comprehended in the Term O:- 


| Hiſcience 0 for I do not think this {ets forth his Know- | 


ledge of things future. 


_ 1 urged, that what our Saviour did in this Caſe, as 


well as others, was only what the Father taught him; 
lohn viii. 28, Je Hall know, that I am He, and that 1 
do nothing of my ſelf ,, but as my Father has taught 


: 21 I ſpeak theſe things. My Anſwerer leaves out the 


= part of the Text, and jumbles the latter part of 
it with another, ſo that one hardly knows which he 


afterward ſneaks to, And indeed he ſeems wholly to 


paſs over this Text in his Anſwer ; for preſently he 
ſays, that in the 26th Verſe, Chriſt is ſpoken of as 


the Son of Man, which mult relate to the other Text, 


and not to this, there being no ſuch thing John viii. 
26. I only therefore obſerve, that our Saviour did 
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„„ 
not pretend to do or ſay any thing of himſelf, or 
from any Knowledge he had from himſelf, as the Lo- 


gos, which yet muſt be impoſſible, according to our 


Author's Scheme, but only as he was taught of the 
Father. What needed the Father to teach the hn- 
man Nature of Chriſt according to the common 


Doctrine? Why was not the divine Nature of Chriſt | 
ſufficient for that, if he were ſelf exiſtent and felf- 


oinniſcient GOD? 5 5 
But l proceed to the other Text, 17ark xiii. 32. Of 


that Day and Hour knoweth no one, no not the Angels 


that are in Heaven, neither the Son, but the Father; 
or as in Mat. xxiv. 36. But my Father only. Let us 
now hear what Mr. Moore has to ſay to this: Now, 
who perceives not, ſays he, pag. 29. that tho Chriſt be 


one with the Father, and the Fulneſs of the Godhead 


_ dwells in him, yet he is alſo Man and Mediator, and 


that conſidering him as a Prophet ſent and commiſſion'd 
to reveal the Will of G 0 D, he was to reveal only that 
which his Father taught him, and which he had in Com:- 
miſſion to deliver and make known ;, and that as he was 
the Son of Man, under which Character he ſpeaks here 
f himſelf, ver. 26. He knew no more than was commu- 
nicated and imparted to him? And can this Gentleman 
think, he has now anſwer'd my Argument from the 


Text? Why does he hide himſelf ſo in Clouds and 
Darkneſs ? If Chrift was one with the Father, yet he was 
not, as I urg'd, the Father ;, and therefore if he knew 


of that Day and Hour himſelf, he could not conſiſtent- 


ly with Truth (iy, the Father only knew it, I put it 
cloſe now to him, Did the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, all three, know of that Day and Hour? It they 


did, what Truth can there be in his ſaying, z one but 


the Father knew it ? Is not Chriſt one? and is not the, 
Holy Ghoſt oe, that is, one Perſon, as well as the 
Father is one? I beg he would not ſhuffle off this, 
but ſpeak clearly to it next time, And to what pur- 
poſe is this Obſervation of his ſpeaking of himſelf as 
the Son of Man? Does not that Term denote his 
Whole Perſon in both his Natures? If it does not, how 


come this Author's Friends to argue, as they do, the 


Divinity of Chriſt, according to their Notion, from 
John iii. 73, No Man hath aſcended up to Heaven, 25 2 
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he that came down from Heaven, even the Son of 


Man, which is in Heaven? And if he is a Mediator, 


between whom does he mediate? Is it only between 


the Father, or between the Father, Word, and Holy 
Ghoſt, and us? Or if he is confider'd as a Prophet, 
ſent and . to reveal the Will of GO D, 


__ whoſe Will is he ſent to reveal? Is the GOD that 

ſends him the Father only? Or is he the Father, Word 
and Spirit? If he ſent himſelf, and came to do his 
_ own Will, and by his own Power, what need had he 


of being taught by the Father ? Let it be that Chriſt 


was to reveal only that which his Father taught him, 


and which he had in Commiſſion to deliver and make 


| known : Is that the meaning of the Text, that Chriſt | 
did not know that Day and Hour, that is, did not 


know it to acquaint them with it? Will our Author 


© abide by this Anſwer, which has, Iown, many great 
Names to patronize it? Certainly nothing - can be 
more abſard ; for if the only Reaſon of his ſaying, 
that he did not himſelf know of that Day and Hour, 
was becauſe, tho he knew it, he was not to tell it 
them; he might for the ſame Reaſon have forborn to | 
| except the Father; for even He did not ſo know it, 


as to inform them of it, 


I, took notice, that the Notion they build upon in 
their Anſwer to this Text, is not clearly made out, 
wiz, that he knew ſome things as Man, and others as 
GOD, which ſuppoſes him to have a rational Soul 
diſtin from his Divine Nature. Mr, Moore thinks 
hae has here Scope to inſult me, as tho, for the Support 
of any Cauſe, I deny'd even the true Humanity of Jeſus 


_ Chriſt, But for the heart of me I cannot fee how 1 


deny the Humanity of Chriſt, when I ſuppoſe his 


Divine Nature, by an ineffable Condeſcenſion, to be 


inſtead cf an ordinary rational Soul to his Body. 


What Definition he will give of a Man, I know not; 


I] underiiand thereby no more than ſuch Bodies as we 
have, inhal'ted and govern'd by intelligent and rea- 
ſonable Sull.ances; and ſince I hold, that he had ſuch _ 
a Body as Men have, I hope I do not make him the 
Teſs a Man by 1appoling, that a tranſcendently more 


excellent and noble ſpiritual Subſtance dwelt. in, and 


acted that Body. Nor am I more liable to the — 
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of denying his Humanity, than they who with our 
Author, pag. 45. ſuppoſe his Soul not to have been a 


common human Soul, but to have pre-exited in a State =_ 
of hig heſt Glory. ; J wil 
But let us hear the convincing Reaſons he has for it 
his Opinion, He cites here then ſome Texts, which M1 
think are not at all to his purpofe. The firſt is Zeb. «\ 
ii. 16, 17. Verily, he took not on him the Nature of An = 
gels, but he took on him the Seed of Abraham: Where-_ 7 
fore in all things it behoved him to be made like unto his ff 
Brethren, that he might be a merciful and faithful High 
e Iwo things ſhew how little this is to the pur- = 

EE 0, 1 
g (I.) That the a Things, wherein he is ſaid to be 1 
made like to his Brethren, is explain'd by the inſpir! d 
Author, ver. 18. to refer to his Sufferings and Temp: 
tations ; and therefore he gives this as a Reaſon of 


what he had ſaid, For in that he tuffer'd, being tempt- 
ed, he is able to ſuccour them that are tempted. Now, 
J think, tis evident my Notion as much ſuppoſes 
him made like to us in Sufferings and Temptations ass 
bis can do; only 1 think, by the way, it makes them 
of vaſtly greater Worth and Value than his will rea- 
ſonably admit. Compare with this, chap. iv. 19, 
(2.) The Apoſtle brings in the two Verſes, which 
Mr. Moore has cited, as a Proof of what he had be- 
fore aſſerted ; and therefore we may, by conſidering 
his foregoing Aſſertion, learn wherein his being made 
like to us did conſiſt ; and that was in his having Fleſh _ 
and Blood as we have, without any the leaſt mention 
of a reaſonable Soul, that was diftin&t from his Di- 
vine Nature. Hear his words, ver. 14. Forafſinuch then 
as the Children were Partakers of Fleſh and Blood, he 
alſo himſelf likewiſe took part of the ſame, &c. And 
this is molt exactly conſonant to the Repreſentation of 
| the Holy Scriptures, which {peak of his being ade 
Fleſh, his being manifeſt in the Hliſh, his having a Body 
prepar'd him; but never do I meet with any Expreſlion 
concerning his Incarnation, Which hints in the leaſt 
that a diſtin& rational Soul was prepar'd, or that he 
took ſuch an one into Union with himſelf, And in my 
Mind 'tis remarkable, that the He and the Spirit 
ſeem in ſeveral Places to be ſpoken of as the 2 con- 
V 355 rs itituent 


oo 1460 
ſtituent Parts of his Perſon; and thus he is not only ſaid 
to be of the Seed of David, according to the Fleſh, but 
to be declar'd to be the Son of G O D, according to the 
3 of Holineſs, by the Keſurrect ion from the Dead, 
Kom. 1. 3, 4. N | | | 8 0 

The . Mr. Moore thinks to his purpoſe, is 
1 Tim. ii, 5. One Mediator between GOD and Men, 
the Man Chriſt Jeſus. This indeed proves that Chriſt 
was a Man, which none that I know of deny. Sure 


our Author does not mean, that he was Mediator only 
as Man, or in his human Nature; nor will he make 


_ Chriſt to be two Perſons, as well as to have two Na- 
- tures; which yet, in my Mind, is agreeable enough in 
Men, who make the Union of the two Natures to lie 
JJ ID 


is next is John xii, 17. Now, ſays he, is my Soul 
troubled, when he was about to ſuffer. And who does 
not know in what a Latitude the word Su, is us'd? 
Ho eaſy were it from this Expreſſion to prove, that 


the Father has a human Soul as well as Chriſt, if the 


ſpeaking of his Soul is a ſufficient Proof of it? So, 
Mat. xii. 18. Behold, my Servant, whom I have choſen ;, | 
Iny beloved in whom my Soul , well pleas'd, Compare | 
Ia. xlii. 1. Thus Heb. x. 38. If any Man dram back, 
my Soul all have no Pleaſure in him. And why Chriſt 
might not ſpeak of his Divine Nature, under the name 


of his Soul, I cannot imagine. Mr, Moore goes on: 


: And as our bleſſed Lord very often aſſumes, and ſeems to | 
delight in the Name of the Son of Man, which he 


could not be without a human Soul; ſo GOD has ap- 
pointed a Day wherein he will judge the World in 
Righteouſneſs, by that Aan whom he hath ordain'd. 
know not wha 2 
cept it be to ſhew that Chriſt was a Man; but why 


. Chriſt could not be the Son of Man, unleſs be had a | 


human Soul, that is, a rational Soul diſtin& from the 


= Logos, 1s not ſo ealy to underſtand. He would, ac- | 
_ cording to my Apprehenſion, be as much the Son of F 
Man this way as any other. For let our Author take | 


which Notion he will, that the Soul is not, or that 
tis, ex traduce, deriv'd from the immediate Father, 
there will be as good Reaſon for his having this Title 
given him, according to my Notion, as according to 


t this laſt Text is brought for, ex- 


his 


02 


his own. Let it be ſuppos'd, that the Soul is not de- 


riv'd from the immediate Father, but immediately 


from GOD ; tis plain, according to this Notion, the 
Relation of Sonſhip among Men, is grounded only 
upon the Son's deriving his bodily Subſtance from the 
Father; and as Chriſt was, in this reſpect, made of a 


Woman, and deriv'd his Body from his Anceſtors, he 


may well be call'd the Son of Man, and the Son of 


David, &c. And there is the ſame Reaſon for this 


Title's being given to him my way, that there is our 
Author's. But if he ſhould go upon the other Notion, 


of Childrens deriving their Souls from their Fathers, 
tis then certain that Chriſt could be no more the Son 
of Man, with reſpect to his Soul, in his way than mine. 
For ſince he had no immediate earthly Father, he 
could not have his Soul convey'd to him from any. So 
that I may venture to ſay, our Author had not the 
leaſt Foundation for his confident Aſſertion, and for | 
his mighty Boaſtings upon this Account. If Mr. Moore 
and his Friends will not ſwallow any greater Abſurdi- 
ties, than what he childiſhly charges the Letter with 
in this Place, the Controverſy will be ſoon at an end. 
I took notice, among other things, that the com- 
| mon Interpretation of Chriſt's words, ark xiii, 32. 


makes them a mere Evaſion. This he paſſes over ve- 
ry ſlightly, becauſe he had no ſolid Reply ready, I 


would ask him now, Did not the Diſciples, who are 
ſuppos'd to be well acquainted with his abſolute Om- 


niſcience, propound their Queſtion to Chriſt, to be 
anſwer'd by him as God, and not as Man? Muſt not 


his Anſwer then be a mere Evaſion, when he tells 
them, he did not know it as Man only? What was 
| that to the purpoſe, if he knew it as G OD, lince 
they ask'd him only as ſuch ? But whatever Opinioi | 
Mr. Moore may have of our Saviour, I'll never be— 
lieve he gave any one an Anſwer ſo little to the pur- _ 
| poſe, or ever laid himſelf open to ſuch a ſilencing R- 
ply, as that which I ſuppos'd his Diſciples might, ac-_ 

| cording to this Interpretation, have made him. And 
tis a vaſtly different thing for Chriſt to ſay abſolutely 


he did not know the Day and Hour (which is not 


true if he know it either as G OD or Man) and for 
him to fay, tho he knew it, he had not Power or Com- 


1 miſſion 
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miſſion, as Son of Man, to reveal it, And if the not 


E lnowing it means not knowing it in order to reveal it, 


our Saviour's Anſwer may be confiſtent with the An- 
gel's knowing it; but his Exception of the Father's 
knowing it was very trivial, as I obſerv'd before: for 


he did not know it fo as then to reveal it, Nor is 


there any Reaſon for his making ſuch a DiſtinRion be- 
tween his Father's Knowledge and his own, conſider'd 
as the Son of Man; for if he might, as the Son of 
Man, be in Heaven while he was on Earth, according 
to the common Interpretation of another Text, why 
might he not, as the Son of Man, be as well omniſci- 
ent? And let our Author conſider him as the Son in 
whatever ſenſe, tis plain he was not the Father; and 
therefore could not have this Knowledge, if our Author 
Will take his own word, fince he confines it to the 
Father only, I cannot therefore but conclude, that this 
Text is a moſt full and clear Demonſtration of the 
Miſtake of the common Opinion, And I only- defire 
the Reader to compare the Letter with the Anſwer to 
this Argument, and then let him ſay, whether it be 
not reaſonable to judge that Mr. Moore thought fo 
t00. JJV „ „ 
I deſign d not to have appear'd as the Author of 
the Letter, but barely as its Defender; but the Book. 
ſeller finding the fame hand in which the Letter was 
written, thought it to his purpoſe to mention it in 
the Title-Page. This | only mention, that the Rea- 
der may not wonder at ſome Paſſages in the former 


Parts, which were written with a Deſign of not being |} 


known to be the Writer of the Leiter. 
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"= 
FD op der to what | have ſaid upon this 
Head, Part Il. pag, 27, &c. Mr. Moore having feve- 
- of the ſame things with Arius Detected, "tho it 
7 muſt be own'd he expreſſes them ſomewhat be :tter. 
Mr. Ayoore will not allow, pag. 31. that Chrift has a 


Right to our” Worſhip upon any other Ground or Reaſon, 
but the mere Gift and Command of the Father, I thould _ 


be glad to fee any Places of Scripture produc'd, 


wherein the Worſhip of Chriſt is ſet upon any other 
foot. I find that the moſt eager Dilputants againſt 

us, when they argue that Chriſt is the Supreme | 
GOD, becauſe Worſhip is to be given to him; and 
are pinched with our Anſwer, that That Worſhip is 


due to him by the Gift of the Father, and terminates 


. ate, on the Father; preſently run in a Lire 
| F-2 | ana 
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that Chriſt is to be worſhipped. That 13 
may ſhorten my Anſwer, and avoid 
91 needleſs Repetitions, I refer the Rea- 


(52) 


and pretend to prove, that Worſhip is to be given to 
Chriſt, and terminates upon him, becauſe he is the 
ſupreme GOD. This is not fair; theſe two things | 


are controverted, _ „ 
1. Whether Chriſt is the ſupreme GO D. 


2. Whether ſupreme Worſhip is to be given to 


him. 


They muſt firſt prove one of them, before they can, 
according to any good Rules of arguing, make uſe of 
it to prove the other; and if they will but take that 


method, they may chuſe which they will prove firſt. 


As to what he charges me concerning Bellarmine, I | 
will ſpeak here more plainly than I did in the Se- |} 
cond Part, when I deſign'd not to be known to be 
the Writer of the Letter. I declare then, that I re- 
member very well, that the reading Mr. Joſeph Mede | 
firſt led me into the Notion I go upon, and that ma- 
ny years ago, even before I look'd with any Care | 
into the preſent Controverſy, Nor do I remember 
that I] made that uſe of Bellarmine which theſe Au- 
thors would ſuggeſt, But let the Argument be whoſe Fi 
it will, I ſee they are not able to anſwer it. Anda | 
vaſt Difference there is between it, as us'd by me and 
by him: And when any PopiſhWriter whatever is able 
to give as good Proof, that GOD has appointed us | 
to worſhip Angels, Saints, and Relicks, as | can that 
he has appointed us to worſhip his Son Jeſus Chriſt, 
will have no further Controverſy with them upon 
that Head. When Bellarmine therefore uſes this Ar- 
zument, his Proof is defective, becauſe he can pro- 
duce no Evidence of a Divine Warrant for the Wor- 
ſhip he would defend; but my Proof is full, becauſe 


7 l produce clear Evidence of ſuch a Warrant for the 
Worſhip Iplead for. „%%% cad ater 


Mr. Moore either did not, or would not take my 
Argument right, when he pretended to anſwer it. I 
denied not that they were to worſhip at his Footſtool, 
Ppſal. xcix. 5. But the thing that I inſiſt on, is, that a 
religious Reſpect was hereby paid to the Place for 


GOD's fake; and upon that account is the ſame man- 


ner of Speech us'd, that is common when our worſhip- þ 
ping GOD is ſpoken of. If Mr, Moore does not like 


(33) 
my Notion, 1 deſire him to give a clear Anſwer to 
„„ potty. EEE: oe 
I ſhall now attend him while he brings this Matter 

into a fuller Light. And here he ſays, It may be obſer- 

ved that our Author's Notion ſeems to ftate the Buſineſs 
| of religious Worſhip upon the foot of a mere poſitrve Com- 
mand; ſo that the Pagans and Papiſts are Idolaters only 
for want of GOD's Precept for their Worſhip. I diſtin- 
guiſh between the religious Worſhip which reſults na- 
tarally from the Perfections of GOD, and his Rela- 
tions to us, and the particular Way and Manner in 
which this is to be paid. The firſt of theſe cannot, 
the ſecond may reſt upon the foot of a mere poſitive 
Command; nay, it muſt neceſſarily do ſo in all ſuch 
[Ways of Worſhip as could have never enter'd into our 
Minds, if they had not been commanded. This is the 
Caſe before us: That we are to worſhip the Supreme 
600, does not depend merely upon a poſitive Com 
pnand ; that we are to worſhip him thro' Chrilt the _ 


Mediator, or that we are to pay a ſubordinate Wor- "| 
hip to Chriſt, which is to terminate upon the Supreme 
600 his Father, can depend upon nothing but a mere = 


_ Þolitive Command. As to Pagans and Papiſts, ſuppo- 
Ping their Worſhip is deſign'd to terminate upon the 
Pupreme GOD, I think it is moſt true that the only 
hing which makes them Idolaters, is the want of 
D', Precept for their Worſhip « which, 1 ſuppoſe, our 
Futhor will not much diſpute ;, for certainly, had they — 
dis Precept for it, they would not be Idolaters. 1 W 
onceive we are to diſtinguiſh two ſorts of Idolatry, _ 4 
[cording to the firſt and ſecond Commandments : 
_ Polatry againſt the firſt Commandment is, when 
len pay their Worſhip to that as the Supreme Object 
Fit, which is not GOD at all. And in this ſenſe the 
agans have been Idolaters, who have reckon'd the Sun _ 
e Supreme GOD, and paid their Worſhip to it ac- 
drdingly, And 'tis generally thought that the Sun 
Fs meant by the Names which many Heathen Nations 
Pre to the GOD whom they counted the Supreme 
PPject of their Worſhip. But Idolatry againſt the ſe- 
Ind Commandment is, when the true GOD is wor- 
pd, but the Worſhip is directed to ſomewhat he 
& never appointed, as the way of offering it to _ 
e „ This 


„„ 1 
This is the only thing, I conceive, that made the Dit- 
| ference between the Hraelites, in paying their Wor- 
ſhip towards the Temple, and towards the Calves of 


Dan and Bethel. If the latter had had the Warrant off 


a poſitive Command as the former, they had not been 
guilty of Idolatry, or any Sin at all, And where, 1 
beſeech you, would be the Idolatry of the Papiſts in 
invocating Angels and Saints as Mediators, if they had 
a a poſitive Command to warrant their doing it? Tis 

the certain want of this Command, and this only, that 


fixes upon them the Charge of Idolatry in this re- 


_ Heck. 


Mr. Moore goes on: | Whereas the Scripture charges 


with Idolatry upon the account of doing Service to them, 
who by Nature were no Gods, and for worſhipping 


and ſerving the Creature with or beſide the Creator, 


Theſe Texts do not hurt our Cauſe. Not the firſt ; 


dee do Service to. him only who is by Nature GOD: 


There is no Service we pay but what terminates upon 


him, and is according to his expreſs Command. | 


think I may illuſtrate this by a familiar Inſtance : Sup- 
. 2 hire a Perſon to be my Servant, and engage 
him that he ſhall quit all other Maſters, and ſerve me 


only; does he act inconſiſtently with this Engagement 
When by my Order and Appointment he ſerves my 


Child ? Is he not, in ſerving him, ſerving me? 
As to the other Text, Rom. i. 25. I ſee no Reaſon at 
all for Mr, Moores committing the Fault, 'tis fami- 
liar with his Friends to charge upon us, I mean his 
attempting to mend our Tranſlation. I think we have 
very well render'd the Text, Who —— worſhipped and 
| ſerved the Creature more than the Creator: Nor does 
he render aud Ty x/iouy]e better, by putting with or 
beſide inſtead of more than. That myge is uſed elle 
where in the Senſe in which our Interpreters took it 


is not, I ſuppoſe, doubted by thoſe who look int 
| Luke Xiii, 2, 4. And this ſeems to me the more natu 


ral rendering of it here in this Place, The Apoſtle had 
charged them before with changing the Glory of the in 


Corruptible GOD into an Image made like to corrupt ill. 


Man, and the Truth of GOD into a Lye ;, that is, wit 
proſtituting the Deity by ſuch vile Repreſentations 
And in the Words under conſideration he appears te 
5 2 Pe „„ »- 0 


. 


me to ſpeak of another Aggravation of their Wicked- 


neſs, That while they worſhipped thoſe vile Idols, 


they diſregarded GOD himſelf : They paid more Re- 


ſpe& to the Idols they invented to repreſent the Living 


and True GOD, than they did to himſelf 


L am not ſenſible of any thing in my Notion of the 


Chriſtian Inſtitution, which the Light of Nature does 


condemn. Mr, Moore himſelf will not fay the Light of : 


Nature condemns the worſhipping GOD by a Media- 


tor; nor can I ſee that it ſuggeſts any thing that ſhews 


it repugnant to the Nature or Rights of the Great 


GOD, to exalt, as he has done, his own Son, whom he 
has conſtituted Mediator between himſelf and us. Nor 


can I conceive how we can worſhip GOD by a Media- 


tor, without paying ſome kind of Worſhip to the Me- 
diator 5 and therefore I ſee nothing by the Light of 
Nature that ſhocks me in the Apprehenſions I have of 


the Grant of the Father to him. 


The Texts of Scripture brought in here will not, 1 
ſuppoſe, weigh much; GOD often appeals to Reaſon, 
as ſufficient to condemn the Idolatries in Pratt ice, Iſa. 
xlvi. 8, 9. And what is there in my Notion that ſhould 
make it appear unreaſonable for him to do ſo? Iam 
ſure 1 never ſuppoſe he has given his Glory to another, 


\ 


all the Honour we give to Chrilt being really not ſo 
much to him, as to the Father who ſent him: The 
Gods that have not made the Heavens and the Earth may 
periſh. But what is that to our purpoſe ? Is not that 
plainly ſpoken of the falſe Gods of the Heathen ? Shall 
thoſe whom GOD himſelf calls Gods, ſuppoſe the An- 


gels, periſh ? Nay, do we not agree that Chriſt is a | 


God, that made the Heavens and the Earth? _ 


He goes on, þ. 32, As for a ſubordinate and inferior 
fort of religious Worſhip, to be paid to an inferior ſort of 
Deities, or ſubordinate Powers, I ſee no Foundation for 
it in Scripture, I think there appears in Scripture a 
plain Foundation for it: Chriſt, as Mediator, has been 
acknowledged by all to be a ſubordinate Power; and 


yet thoſe who have been eſteem'd orthodox have 


own'd he was to be worſhipped as Mediator, and that 
the Man Chriſt Jeſus does ſhare in the Honour and 


Worſhip that is given to him. Now if this be true, 


inferior 


muſt not this Worſhip neceſſarily be ſubordinate and 


(56) 


inferior Worſbip? And muſt there not be an end of 


all the Arguments that are built upon the Suppoſition 
of the Impoſſibility of GOD's giving a Right to wor- 


ſhip ? Beſides, I would ask Mr. Moore, if he worſhips | 
Chriſt as the Supreme GOD, whether he worſhips 


him thro a Mediator ? Chriſtians have generally held 
that we are to worſhip him only by a Mediator; and 
if he owns this, will he ſay that he worſhips Chriſt as 
the Supreme GOD, thro Chriſt as a Mediator ? Will 
he aſſert that he mediates with himſelf? 


It fignifies nothing here to urge, That ander this (| 


Pretence Idolatry has been introduced. We cannot fay 


that every thing is evil or falſe, which has been made a 


Pretence to introduce Idolatry. It has been the Policy 


of the Devil many times to bring in the moſt miſchie- 


vous Practices under plaufible Pretences, and to build 
| Error upon Truth. And Mr. Moore may argue againſt 
the worſhipping GOD by a Mediator upon the ſame 


— 


latry has been introduc d. 


| Reaſon, for that has been a Pretence under which Ido- 


Mir. Moore pleads, That it was ſubordinate Worſhip | 


which the Devil had the Impudence to ak of Chriſt ;, 
and that Chriſt anſwers (not what ſome might have i ma- 


gin d, Thou art an Apoſtate and unclean Spirit, and ſo 


unfit to be worſhipped 5, or, tis not due to thee, becauſc 


my Father has not enjoin d it, but) Get thee behind me, 


Satan: Thou fhalt worſhip the Lord thy GOD, and 
him only ſhalt thou ſerve. But why, pray, may not 
our Lord's Anſwer be thus underſtood, That by GOD 
Command, he only is to be worſhipped ;z and my wor- 


| ſhipping before thee, can be no worſhipping him; and pd 


therefore is contrary to his Command HIRE 
Mir. Moore, p. 33. is pleas d to ſtate the Notion of 
Worſhip; but he does it in ſuch a way as is a plain 


begging the Queſtion : Religious Worſhip, ſays he, mn; 


be taken to import a Subjection of Soul to the Being we al. 


_ dreſs it, and is due only to GOD, who alone has a rig. 
and immediate Acceſs to it. A Subjection of Soul can 
be originally and abſolutely due to none but GOD ; 
but that GOD cannot communicate ſuck Perfections to 
another, or entruft him with ſach a full Power and 


Authority, as that Perſons ſhall be bound to expres I 


their Subjection to himſelf by the Subjection of thei: 
— — — Son! 
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„ 
Souls to ſuch a qualified and authorized Perſon, is what 
is denied, and ought not here to be taken for granted. 


And if Adoration is to be given to Chriſt as the Lamb 

of GOD, and if direct Invocation may be addreſs'd to 
him as ſuch, I cannot fee how it can be diſputed that 
GOD may communicate a Right to ſuch Worſhip, 
which from its own Nature muſt be underſtood to be 


ſubordinate, 


I cannot but take notice with pleaſure of a Paſſage 
| dropp'd here by our Author: The Goſpel, we confeſs, 
airetts to the worſhipping and addreſſing the Father, thro 
Jeſus Chriſt, by the Holy Spirit; and this common Me- 
thod of Chriſt ian Worſhip is congruous and ſuited to the 
| known Diſpenſation of Grace. If this be true, whag 
reaſon can thoſe who are of Mr. Moore's Opinion have 
to break Communion with ſuch as confeſſedly comply 
with the Goſpel Direction? But how is it that we are 
to worſhip the Father thro Fig Chrift ? Is it not by a 
Truſt in the Mediation o 
Truſt in him as dying? Can we truſt in him as dying, 
Without truſting in him as Man? And is not this very 
Truſt an Act of Worſhip ? Nay, is not this an At of 
ſubordinate Worſhip, as it has a reference to a higher 
%%% œ ᷑ ᷣ »ꝛ A ( Tt 
Mir. Moore goes on thus: But beſides this, it does al- 
ſo lead to a direct worſhipping of Jeſus Chrift as one with 


the Father, to a devoting our ſelves, and ſubmitting our 
Wills and Conſciences to him as our rightful Owner and 


ſovereign Lord, as being our Creator, Redeemer, and Sa- 
 viour. That Chriſt is one with the Father, is certain: 
But that the Goſpel ever propoſes him to us, to be wor- 
| do not re- 
member. Nay, I do not believe that ever the Goſpel 
does repreſent him to us as one with the Father, in the 
Senſe in which our Author probably underſtands the 
Expreſſion, as importing that he is one Being with the 
Father. That he is our rightful Owner, Cc. by the 
Pleaſure of the Father, and that as ſuch we are to ſub- 
mit to him, and thereby ſubmit to the Father, is grant- 
ed; but that he has a Claim to us under any other 
Conſideration than the Father's Agent, is not yet 
proved. Mr. Moore offers ſomewhat for Proof, which 
ſhall be now conſider'd. : . 


ſhipped by us under that formal Notion, 


Chriſt? And is not that 


q —— — © 1 
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.. In general we ave directed to honour the Son even 


as we honour the Father: He that hönoureth not the 


Son, honoureth' not the Father that ſent him, John 
V. 23. And ſhall We come off with the Pretence that we 
 bhinour him truly, tho not with the ſame or likt kind of 

Honour with the Father? Mr. Moore has 6bſervd; 

: do that the word Tabs, af] can denote; in the 
Text he is there ſpeaking of, as in many other Places, 
but 4 Smilitude or Reſemblance. And, I think, we 
have good Reaſon, from the Context, to believe that 

tis is one of thoſe many other Places: For 'tis evident 
that our Obligation to honour him, which is here ſpoken 

: 2 not the Conſequence of an original Right, but 


Grant of the Father, This appears fro fore- 


going Words, which quite overthrow the Inference 
_ drain from this Text; The Father judgeth no Mun, 
| but hath committed af Judgment to the Som; THAT | 
all Mien ſhould honotr the Sor, even as they honour the 
| Father, And can that Honour, which is the Conſe- 
quence of the Father's Grant, be equal to the Honiour 
Which is due to the Father, who makes the Grant, 
and for whoſe ſake the Honour is to be paid? Nay, 
fince Mr. Moore; p. 29. in anfweritig my Argument 
from Mark xiii. 32. That the Son knows #ot of that D 
and Hour, inſiſts upon our anderſtanding this of him 
as he is the Sn of Man, becanſe Chriſt ſpeaks of him - 
ſelf under that Title, v. 26. I think I may, with as 
good Reaſon at leaſt, inſiſt upon it, that the Honout 
here requir'd to be paid to the Son, is to be paid to him 
as the Son of Man; becauſe as the Father's committing 


all Judgment to the Son is here made the formal Rea- 


bon of that Honour which is to be paid to him, ſo our 
Saviour moſt expreſly ſhews us, v. 27. how this Au- 
_ thority belongs to him, And hath BY him Autho- 


rity to execute Judgment alſo, becauſe He is the Son of 


Man. 


140 not think there is any great matter in the next 


i 2 5 Queſtion here propounded : Auſt we not truly Wen 
| ol Rulers? And which of them, nay, whith of the glo- 


rious Angels has GOD at any time commanded that we 


fhould honour, even as we honour himſelf * *Tis obvious 
that earthly Rulers being fallible, a Reſerve is neceſ- 


ſary to be made; and we cannot be oblig'd to gt " 


( 59) 


often 


+: 


* 


© or, is to be obey'd without reſerve in every thing 


he ſays. Now this is ſuch an Account of the Reſem- 
blance between the Honour to be given to the Fat er 
and to the Son, as will not ſpit at all between the Ho- 


nour ip be given to.GOD and to Rulers; and yet this 
at the chief Thing here conſiderable. Mr, Moare 5 
does not lay the Emphaſis or Streſs where he manifeſt- 


is nat the 


158 „ 


Iy ought, and that is upon the Univer/ality of the Do- 


minion of the Son: GOD bas committed ALL Juds- 
ment to the San; that ALL MEN jhould honour the 


Son, even as they honour the Father. Now there is no 


Ruler in the World whom G00 has made it the Duty 
of all Alen to honour and obey, nor is there any An- 
gel to whom he has committed ſuch Authority: For 
Anto the Angels hath he not put in Sul jection the World 


to come, Heb, ii. 5. 


21. His next Argument is taken from proftrate Adora- 
tion of, and ſolemn Aſcription of Glory to Chriſt jointly 

with the Father, Rev. v. 11, 12, 13, To which I an- 

ſpwer briefly, That Chriſt is there conſider'd as the 
Lamb, and as Hain; and conſequently this Argument, 


J a 


il it proves any thing, AG: too much. 
3. He next argues, 


Phraſe, f H 2 


that is, to obey them, when they preſcribe; as they 
| do, Thiogs inconſiſtent with the Honor of 
GOD: but Chriſt heing an infallible Teacher and Go- 
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hat Jeſus Chriſt is alſo to be wor- 
s F/:1pped by direct and ſolemn Invocation. | make no 
 "doubtof this; nor do | ſee how we can come to GOD 
by him as a Mediator, without ſomewhat of this na- 
ture. I will not therefore conteſt the Meaning of 
thoſe words, Who call upon the Name of our Lord Je- 
ſus Chriſt; tho, I own, I am not entirely ſatisfied 
that Dr. Hammond was miſtaken, when he would un- 
derſtand it as a Deſcription of Chriſtians, or thoſe 
who are ſirnamed or denominated from Chriſt, Dr. 
Whitby has indeed brought ſeveral Places from the 
LXX. to ſhew that this Phraſe is not ſo uſed in their 
Tranſlation, But I think the firſt mention'd by him 
is rather againſt him: Gen. iv. 26. which they render, 
ore jamaw imuygntigai 73 woun, Kvers 78 Oeß, Which 
may be tranſlated very well, He hoped to be called 
by the Name of the Lord GOD. And the marginal 
Reading in our Bibles favours that rendering o * 
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I have, more doubt about what Mr. Moore next adds, 
That what is unqueſtionably ſpoken of GOD, Joel ii, 32. 
it without heſit ation applied to Chrift, Rom. x. 13. Who- 
ſoever ſhall call upon the Name of the Lord, ſhall be 
_ ſaved. The 77 would ſhew that no difference is 


made in the | 
and the Gentile ; that whoſoever, according to what 


he had mention'd, Ver. 11. comes up thereto ſhould be 
ſaved: And thus he argues, For there is no difference 


between the Jew and the Greek; for the ſame Lord 
over all, is rich unto all that call upon him : For whoſo- 


ever Hall call upon the Name of the Lord. ſhall be ſaved. 
And where is the Abſurdity of ſuppoſing the Father to 
be this Lord of all, whoſe Name is call'd upon? 
I grant we may not addreſs our Prayers directly to any 
other but Him who is the Object of our Faith and Truſt; 
but Chriſt in both Natures is to be the Object of our 
Faith and Truſt : And it would be ſtrange, if this 
Faith and Truſt in Chriſt were not ſubordinate to that 
which we are to place in GOD, fince by Chriſt we be- 
lieve in GOD, that raiſed him from the Dead, and gave | 
him Glory, that our Faith and Hope might be in GOD, 


„ 


4. Mr, Moore ſays, He is alſo N ſupreme 
77 a evotedneſs to the 
Service and Glory of him whom we worſhip. It does not 
follow, that becauſe we are to be devoted to his Service, 
therefore he muſt be the ſupreme Object of Worſhip, 
if that Devotedneſs to his Service is in order to a yet 
higher End, even the Glory of the Father, Philip, ii. 


 Objebh of Religion, as that ſignifies a. 


I» |. + + ol 


Mr. Moore, p. 35. makes a difference between the 
formal Reaſon of divine Worſhip, and the ſpecial Motrves 


tional Motive to quicken us to worſhip him, what then 


is the formal Reaſon why we are to worſhip him ? 
The Scripture places this in the Gift of the Father: 
But Mr. Moore is of another mind, who ſays, But then 


he would not he capable of this higheſt Reſpect, he would 


not have Right to demand it, were he not one (I . 


erms of Acceptance between the Jem 


that may quicken to a particular giving it. This, 1 
think, is truly juſt, as is eaſy to be obſerv'd in the Mo- 
tives urg'd upon the Iſraelites to worſhip GOD. And 
if it be allow'd that Chriſt's dying for us is an addi- 


- „ 5 
he means, One GOD, or one Being) with the Father. 
deny this; and ſay, He would have a Right to it by 


the ſole Gift of the Father: Nor do I fee why we 
may not ſuppoſe a Being inferior to the Father, capa- 


ble of receiving from the Father ſuch a Gift as ſubor- 
dinate Worſhip. Indeed, as he goes on, "When we 
conſider that it was He that made, and has redeem'd us, 


that there is no other Name whereby we muſt be ſaved, 
that he is our Judge for Eternity, what Homage .or Ser- 


* 


dice can we think too much for him? 904 nou Wu. 
the ſupe- 


all, that I know of, that is conſiſtent wit 
rior Homage and Service we owe to the Father: For 


I am clearly of his mind, That 'tis 20 wonder that eve- 
ry Knee muſt bow to him, and every Tongue confeſs 


JJ CEE: 5 
Mr. Moore foreſaw here, as it was natural, a very ma- 


terial Objection, which he thus propounds: Jyue, but 
it will be ſaid, Unto the Glory of GOD the Father, who 

has exalted him, and given him a Name above every 
Name. This he thus anſwers : I grant it, but with 
this Conſideration, That tho he had an original Right to 
the Government of the World, and to be the Fudge of it, 

as belonging to the Divine Nature, yet not to have the 
:mmediate and ſole Exerciſe of this Power committed un- 
to him, and put into his hands, and that in our Nature, 
but by Conſent and Agreement, or by a voluntary Diſpen- 


ſation, and by his Father's Gift and Appointment. 


He is undertaking to prove, That Chriſt is the Su- 
preme GOD, becauſe he is the Object of Worſhip; 
and therefore he ought not here to have taken the 
Thing in queſtion for granted. But to let that paſs: 
If Chriſt had an original Right to the Government of 
the World, how comes this Right to be given to him 
by the Father? Did the Father give him what he had 


a Right to before? If he had ſuch an original Right, 


he could have no need that it ſhould be committed to 
him to be exerciſed in our Nature; for this original 
Right would neceſſarily continue with him when he 
took upon him our Nature, without any Gift or Ap- 
pointment at all. And if he had an original Right, he 
muſt have a Right to the inmediate Exerciſe of this 


Power; for what ſhould hinder his immediate Exer- 
| ciſe of it? The whole Streſs then muſt lie upon this, 
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( 62) Ts 
That he had not a Right to the ſole Exerciſe of this 
Power, But if this were the Caſe, why was the Gift J7 
or Appointment of the Father only necefſary.? Why || 
do we never read of the Holy Ghoſt's giving him e; 
this Power? An: why does the Apoſtle ſo exprelly || 


make the Glory of GOD, even the Father, the ulti- IH 
mate End of it, and not the Glory of the Father, Son, | ue 


* 


and Holy Ghoſt ? 


VII. Another Argument which I] anſwer'd, was ta- I gi 
ken from Baptiſm. Mr. Moore here inſiſts upon it, BP; 
That the Baptiſmal Form ſiguiſies the peculiar Faith of lis 
Chriftians, and a ſalemn Couenant-Tranſact ion. flit 
Wherein Father, Son, and Spirit, are conſider d as re- IIs 
lated Man for the Ends of the Coven it, [undertaking VGA 
each to perform his Part; and the Period baveized, re-· int 
Cgsgnizing their joint Intereſt in him, do prafeſſedly dedi- at 
ate and devate themſelues to Father, Son, and HolyIT} 
Shaft, [according to thoſe Relations] e to be BA 
Jaued by the Father's Grace, thro the Mediation of Je- Inec 
us Chriſt, under the Conduct of the Holy Spinit and, 
443 Circumciſion of old, Baptiſm under the Goſpel can be; 
no leſs than a Seal of the Righteouſneſs of Faith. Let allſtia 
this be true; as I ſee no Obligation I am under, from. 
What J have ſaid, to deny it, ſince I only gave an Ex- um 

_ ample how the Word might be underſtood, and thenſhis 
added; © This, or ſomewhat of this nature, ſeems toſthe 

| © tbe the Deſign of the Words.“ And as I conſider theþne 

| Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, mention'd in the Form hee, 

In their Relations and Works towards us, I will not , 

_ quarrel with him for his Account. Only let it be con- An 
 _afider'd What led me to expreſs my ſelf in he way Ima 
did, rather than any other. I took notice from Sti 
Paul's Diſcourſe, 1 Cor. i. 12, 13, 14, 15. That toſplai 
b baptize any one into another, or in his Name, im þ 
I parts the entring him into that Religion of Whichhhe, 
le is the Founder, or primary Teacher into whoſk x; 
Fame the Perſon is baptized.” This Mr. Moore hae 
nothing to ſay to; and therefore never mentions ity; 
tho, I think, it was not foreign to the purpoſe, Anq;s i 
could any thing be more proper, when i was explainÞſe 


d 


Ing the Words by comparing them with anothechr 
Scripture, than to do it according to that Scriptur "Pie 


CLE 


I baptixe in the Name of another, plainly there figni- 


fies the making Perſons his Diſciples ; and accordingly 
expreſs'd the Import of the Baptiſmal Form, That Men 
thereby were made the Diſciples of Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt. But mind now his Queſtion : Muſt we 
not therefore conclude that Baptiſm, when ſo great 4 


Weight is laid upon it, Mark xvi. 16. is ſontething more 
than a mere Form of entring into the Chriſtian Reli- 
gion, whereof the Father is the Author, the Son the 
» [Publiſher, and the Spirit the Confirmer ? What then 
lis it more than this, according to our Author? Why, 

* fit ſeems it is a Covenant-Tranſattion. Did I deny this? 
ls not the Chriſtian Religion a Covenant between 
;IGOD and Man? Could I then ſuppoſe a Man enter'd 
into the Chriftian Religion without a Covenant-Tranſ- 
-laction? And is not the whole Chriſtian Religion a 
/yFThing great enough to be the ſabje& Matter of the 
be Baptiſmal Form? Alas! that Mr. Moore, finding it 
e-fneceſſary for the Intereſt and Support of his Opinion, 
a Mould make fo little ſcruple of lowering, and ſpeaking ſo 
beightly, not of a ſingle Inſtitution, but of the Chrif. 
eligion in general, when it happens (or hai to 

+ "on 
mphs return'd upon himſelf. And that J may go in 
is own Strain, let me add, Had it been intended by 
toſthe Baptiſmal Form to ſignify that the Father, Son, 
htand Holy Ghoſt, are the one GOD, how eaſy had it 
geen for the Scripture, ſomewhere or other, to have made 
oth plain Expreſſion of it, and obviated the common and 
M-Wdangerons Miſtake of the Primitive Chriſtians, and of 
many honeſt Souls in after Times, in ſo ere Or- 

r want of a 


illltian 
mi 
X. 

en! 


and in his way! So eaſy are Mr. Moore's vain 


mn, 


St inance, who believed not this Doctrine fo 
toplain Revelation of it? 


my Mr. Moore is pleag'd to add, Nor in this View does 
ieh here ſeem to be any great Occaſion for the Uſe of ſuch 
0% For, Suppoſe there does not, will that be any Ob- 
hafjetion ? May we not ſafely truſt GOD to judge, 

s ithhrhether the Occaſion for the Uſe of it is great enough? 
AnMts it not ſufficient for us, that he has appointed the 
aiWſe of it, whether we can diſcern the Occaſion for it 
thetÞr no? If he had liv'd under the old Diſpenſation, he 
We night have ſpoken as ſlightly of a great Part of the 
Fhole Service, But I fancy, if his own Practice did 


om © WT. 
not caſt a Miſt before his Eyes, he might ſee there 
was occaſion enough for. the uſe of this Form. Our 


Saviour foreſaw, that there would be many in the 


Chriſtian Church, who would affect to lord it over 
his People, and endeavour to ſubject them to their 


own Deciſions ; and the very Baptiſmal Form was ve. 


ry proper to keep them mindful, that they are to 


be ſubje& to no other Perſons, as infallible Teachers, 
but theſe three, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, ÞF 
For a farther Confirmation of my Account of the 
Expreſſion of baptizing into a Perſon, or into his | 
Name, which are equivalent in the Stile of the Scrip- | 


ture, and to ſhew that it ſignifies the making Men his 
_ Diſciples, I added : © And hence 'tis that the Iſraelites 


are ſaid to have been baptiz'd into Moſes, 1 Cor. x. 


© 2. Mr. Moore takes no notice of the only thing I 


brought it for, the explaining of the Phraſe in the 
| Baptiſmal Form; but inſtead of that, he ſays, How diffe- 
rent a thing is it to be ſo baptix d, as to paſs under the Con- 


Auct of Moſes, thro the Sea and the Wilderneſs, and to 


_ be hapt ix d into the Name of Moſes indifferently, and 


in conjunction with the Name of GO D, and that in a 


ſacred Juſtitution, and ſpecial Act of Devotion to be 
pPiractis d in all Generations? | underſtand the Ex- 


ways eſteem'd themſelves, And if there was no Ab- 
ſurdity in ſuppoſing Perſons to be baptiz'd into Moſes, 
When thereby nothing more was meant than into 


the Religion which GOD gave by Moſes, how can 


ſuch a ſtreſs be laid upon the Phraſe in the Baptiſma 
Form? And I may add too, that this was a very great 
and important Matter, viz. an initiating at once the 
whole Body of the Hraelites into a Divine Religion; 


and eſpecially would it be thus, if we ſhould interpret 


this Baptiſm, as the Few; Doctors do the Baptiim 


megntion'd in Exod. xix. as an Initiation of their Po- 


ſterity as well as themſelves. He makes elſewhere, 
pag. 34. the believing in 4 Perſon jointly with 60 D, 

to be an Argument of his being equal with GOD 
this then, one would think, could no more be ſpoken 
of Moſes indifferently, and in conjunction with G O D, 


than Baptiſm could be ſo adminiſter'd; and yet he 


knows, 


5 Pramas, of being baptiz/d into Moſes, to ſignify the 
being made the Diſciples of Moſes, as the Jews al- 


„ 
knows, thus the Expreſſion runs in the Hebrem, Exod. 
Xiv. 31. And the People believed in the Lord, and in his 
Servant Moſes. This | do not mention with the leaſt 
Deſign of ſetting Aofes upon a Level with Chriſt ; no- = 
thing is farther from my Thoughts: I always confider j 
Moſes as a Servant in the Houle, but Chriſt as a Son f 


over ns own Hoasſ̃e HTS: | 1 
In order to ſhew, that the three Perſons being i 
join'd together in the ſolemn Act of baptizing, does 
not prove them to be one GOD, I took notice of a 1 
Text, wherein with great Solemnity the elc& Angels 0 
are join'd with G OD and Chriſt, 1 Tir. v. 21. He ! 
thinks this muſt ſeem odd to any confiderate Perſon, = 
who perceives the Difference between a Charge given _ 
before ſuch Witneſſes, as might put ſome Awe upon the | 
Mind, and awaken Diligence, and a moſt ſolemn Ac of 4 
| Religion, refer'd indifferently to three, as the joint and > 
proper Object of it, and ſignifyimo {ſo I ſuppoſe it ſhould & 
be printed] a profeſſed Devoredneſs to each of them. 
This, it muſt be own'd, will ſeem odd enough to him,  —® 
who is reſolv'd to believe, that in the one Caſe there 4 
js certainly meant, that the ſeveral Perſons mention'd . 
conſtitute but one Being, and that in the other they F 
do not. But I think the Matter is clear as I ſtated it, £ 
that, in a ſolemn Act, other Perſons may be joined 
| with the Supreme GOD, and the Expreſſion be uſed 
| as indifferently concerning them, as the Expreſſion 4 
„can be faid to be uſed indifferently in the Baptiſmalall 
| Form corncerning the three Perſons mention'd in it. 
The baptiziny in the Name is no more inaiferently us'd = 3 
Jof the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, than the charging 
before is uſed of GOD, Chriſt, and the Elect Angels. 
All that I infer, is, That if in the latter Place we can- 
not conclude, from the manner of tne Expreſſion, that 
they are all oe Being, no more can we in the former: 
1' tet Mr. Moore try if he can find a difference. Belides, 
I ſhew'd, from the very Inſtitution, that our Saviour 


+ Þ afſerts his Anthority was given him, and conſequently 
„it maſt be inferior to that of the Giver, Nor do I fee 
hat ſcruple Mr. Moore thonld make of admitting this, 
il} fince his own Explication of the Form, according to 
„the different Relations of the three Perſons, carries in 


© it plainly, ia my Apprehenſion, a Subordination of 
"1 Eo 15 the 


JV. os 
the Reſpect paid in the Form of Baptiſm to the ſecond 
and third Perſons. = 


VIII. The laſt Argument which I anſwer'd, was that 


taken from Philip. ii, 5. Let this Mind be in you, that was 
_ alſo in Chriſt Jeſus: Ver. 6. Who being in the Form of 
GOD, thought it not Robbery to be equal with GOD, 


Ver. 7. But made himſelf of no Reputation, and took up- 

on him the Form of a Servant. | took notice here of the 
odd Poſition of tne word [But,] in the beginning of 
the ſeventh Verſe, as an Argument that the Apoſtle's 


Meaning is not juſtly expreſs'd in our Tranſlation. I 
obſerv'd the Words run not ſmooth; and that, to ex- 
preſs the Senſe contended for, they ſhould have ſtood 
thus: © Let this Mind be in you, which was allo in 
© Chriſt Jeſus: who being in the Form of GGD, and 
© thinking it no Robbery to be equal with GOD, yer 
c made himſelf of no Reputation, &.“ Mr. Moore 
does not pretend, I think, to juſtify the Senſe, as it 
ſtands in our Tranſlation; but he judges, with Dr. 


e Hammond, that the 4224 may be render'd | yet] and he | 


ſays, thus it ſignifies in 1 Cor. viii, 6. and that I have ſo 


render d it my. ſelf, p. 11. Town J have fo render'd it 
in that Place: But the Reaſon why it ſhould be ren- 


der'd ſo there, is, becauſe of the Adverſative mee, 
which precedes. I am ſure many Inſtances may be gi- 


ven wherein eaaz is to be ſo render'd, when 'tis a Kd. 


dlitive to ei, or 64, or ſome ſuch Word, And 'tis a 


Queſtion with me, whether it is then cxer To be ren- | 
e 


der'd otherwiſe than by [yet.] I will give one Example 
of this Senſe of 4, when ſo join'd with des, out of 


. Homer, Aiad. A. ver. 81 5 
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I could give ſeveral other Examples of this, were it 
needſul. And I deſire that Mr, Moore will produce 
me any, where eaaz alone, as is the Caſe in Phil. ii. 7. 

doesjever ſignify yer. But he has ſtill another Salvo from 
Dr. Hammond; and that is, If it be render'd [but, ] the 
Senſe is, He was God, and without any Injury FF 1 
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his Father; but for all this, or notwithſtanding this, he 


viliſied himſelf, &c. But when he produces any ſuch 


Uſe of the word aaa, it will be time enough to al- 
low it. In the mean while, this part of my Anſwer 


ſtands in its full Strength. 


He ſays truly, That ig the Meaning of the Expreſ- 


on, & «gmzypov ub, that is eſpecially conteſted. 


Mr. Moore charges me with miſrepreſenting or miſtaking 

Dr. Whitby. But, upon comparing my Citation with _ 

the Doctor, I find it moſt exactly agrees; and there- _ 

fore I ſuppoſe he uſes the ſecond Edition of the Doctor, 

| whereas mine is the firſt. El os a ur 

I wonder at his ſaying, There is no great Reaſon to 

rely upon the Authority of Heliodorus i the Matter, 
He was a Greek Writer, and his Uſe of a Greet Phraſe 

_ deſerves regard, tho he flouriſh'd not till the latter end of 

the fourth Century; unleſs he can produce ſome Greek . 

Author who liv'd nearer the Apoſtle's Days, and uſed _ 

the Phraſe in a quite different Senſe from that which N 
appears in Heliodorus, He objects againſt him, That 

in his Youth he wrote a looſe and lewd Romance, out of 

which this is taken, [that is, the Paſſages alledged to 

ſhew the Meaning of this Phraſe.) And does he think 

that a Greek Author loſes his Authority, as to the Uſe 


of Greek Words and Expreſſions, by his being a looſe 


or lewd Writer? Would he ſcruple the Authority of _ 
Ariſtophanes, or any of the Greek Poets, upon ſuch an 
account? In my Apprehenſion, the Authority of H- 
liodorus, who uſes a Phraſe in ſuch a looſe Diſcourſe, 
in the ordinary Senſe of it, and without the leaſt Re- 
gard to any Party-Views, is much greater in this Caſe _ 
than the Authority of St, Baſil, or any ſuch Writer, 
who may be thought to accommodate the Phraſe to his 


own particular Opinion. 


s 


8 He obſerves that Heliodorus does not uſe the Phraſe 
| agmy(4oy n, but deruyws nyada,, This is true: 
But 1 know not what Warrant he has for the different 
Meaning he gives to «gmy4uc; and agmyua, making the 
| firſt to ſignify the Act of Rubbery, and the laſt the Prey or 
Purchaſe of Robbery, I do not remember that I ever 
ſaw any Teſtimony produc'd of the Uſe of the word 
«om 55 in any other Author, except ſuch as took it 
trom the Apoſtle, And = r. Moore gy 1 = 8 
. i Autho- 
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Authorities for his pretended Senſe of dgmg1u%s, I think 
we may be content to explain the Apoſtle's Phraſe by 
that of Heliodorus, which is neareſt to it; eſpecially 
ſince this Senſe was ; eſpouſed by the Fcelefialtical Wri- 


ters of the three firſt Centaries, as I obſerv'd, and 


ſince 'tis own'd by many conſiderable Authors of the 
oppoſite Side. His Obſervation of the Apoſtle's Uſe of 


| the word iy, will not ſignify much here; becauſe 


tis a known Thing that Words quite alter their Senſe, 


when uſed in ſome particular Phraſes, and that in all 
Languages, A Man would be ridiculous, ſhould he || 
20 to fix the Senſe of Dare Poas, in Latin, by the 
Senſe of the word Dare; or if he ſhould go to fix 
the Senſe of ict: . Jan . 1 Is. by this Uſe the : 
fame Apoſtle makes of tue Wort muy, Ver. 155 17. > 


and Chap. v. 15, Cc. 


Mr. Moore ſeems to aim at an Argu ment from FE 


being here ſaid to be in the Form ef GOD: But as he 


has not very clearly put it together, I ſhall content my | 
ſelf with referring the Reader to Dr. Whitby, who 
ſhows, That the Apoſtle does not intend ho of Chriſt 


was eſſentially and t:uly GOD by that Expreſſion: And 
this, he ſays, not from any Party- Views; for he owns 


the Thing to be a certain Truth, tao not me Me eaning : 


01 that Expreſiion. = 


I ne now done w. th all PSY o 
5 ſince of thoſe Arguments which his Friends ule to al- 
' ledge, and which L anſwver'd in my Letter; and I hope 


It appears to all candid and impartial Examiners of 


Things, that my Anſwers were ſabſtanrial F#{ince he has 
ſo little to reply to them. I ſhall now go back with 
him to the former Part of my Letter, and conlſider 
whether he has anſwer'd my Arguments any better 
. than he has defended his own, 


In my Letter 1 mention'd ſever a Texts which*moſt 5 
plainly ſpeak of the Father as the One GOD, and that in 
contradiſtinction to Chriſt, The firſt I took notice of, 
p. II. Was, 1 Cor. viii. 4, 5, 6. We know that an Idol is 


nothing in the 7 ia; and that there 15 none other 
G OD but one: For tho there be that are called Gods, 
Whether in Efrave en or Earth, (as there be Gods many, 


and Lords many) yet to us there is but One GOD, the 


Father, 


p_ 
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Father, of whom are all Things, and we for him; and 


one Lord, Jeſus Chriſt, by whom are all Things, and we by 
him, There are ſeveral things ſaid of this Text in the 
Letter which ſeem to be of moment, tho Mr. Moore 
takes no notice of them, *Tis hop'd the Reader will 


review the Letter. But let us hear how he argues: 
me obſerve, ſays he, Þ 40. the manifeſt Scope of the 
Apoſtle here, it will appear that there is but ſmall occaſion 


' for the Warmth and Tranſport our Author expreſſes in 


| 25king, Can any Mortal give a Reaſon why the Apo- 
© \tle, if he had been of the mind of your ſevere Cen- 
_ © ſtrers, ſhould not have expreſs'd himſelf thus; But 
do us there is but one GOD, the Father, Son, and Holy 
© Ghoſt?” This Queſtion was certainly very perti- 
nent; and he onght to have given a clear Anſwer to 
it. Let us then ſee whether he has done fo : Aethinks, 
ſays he, our Author, without ſo much Emotion, might _ 
have conſider'd that it was not the Apoftle's Deſigu here, 
nor did the Subject he was upon oblige him, to give an 
Account of the Myſtery of the Trinity, No doubt he 
means, the Myſtery of the three Perſons conſtituting 
one GOD, Nov, I aſſure him, I felt no ſuch Emo- 
tion as hinder'd me from conſidering what he ſays. I. 
was well ſatisfied that the Apoſtle had no ſuch Deſign, 
and that his Subject did not oblige him to give any 
ſuch Account. I conlider'd that the Apoſtle was not 
deſigning to give an Account of any Myſtery at all, 
but was ſpeaking of the Unity of GOD, which is ne- 


ver, that I remember, intimated in the Scripture to 


be a Myſtery. Nor was he under any Neceſſity of re- 


preſenting the Differences, or diſtintt Relations, Cconcei- 


able in the Divine Nature, Nor could he be under 


any Neceſſity of repreſenting ſuch Differences, or di- 
ſtint Relations, in the Divine Nature, as were incon- 
ceivable. And certainly nothing is inconceivable. if this 


be not; That the ſame Nature and Eſſence ſhall differ 

from, or be related to it ſelf. But there is no other 
| Way theſe Men have of defending themſelves, but by 

always taking their main Hypotheſis for granted. See 
their Courſe: They aſſert that the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, conſtitute the One GOD: We demand 
where this is aſſerted in Scripture, as it muſt be moſt 


exprelly, in caſe it be a Doctrine of the utmoſt Impor- 


. | tance: 


| (70) 
. tance: They produce not oneText where this is aſſerted, 

but lead us a long Round of precarious Conſequences, 

which we reply to, On the other hand, we produce 

plain and expreſs Aſſertions, That the Father alone is 
the One GOD: And they tell us, the Deſign of theſe 

Texts is not to expreſs their Doctrine; and that, they 

think, is a ſufficient Anſwer. We know very well 

the Apoſtle's Defign, in the Text before us, was not 
to repreſent their Notion of the Trinity, but what is 


uttterly ſubverſive of it: And we have not ſo mean an 


Opinion of an inſpir'd Apoſtle, as to ſuppoſe he ſhould 


purſue two Deſigns that were directly contrary to one 
another. But the Thing, as he goes on, which he does pur. 


poſely aſſert, as beſt anſwering the End he had in view, is, 1 


That there is but One GOD, in oppoſition to the Polytheiſm 
of the Gentiles, or the Opinion and Worſhip of many Gods, 
that was then ſo generally ſpread thro the World, This | 

is very true; and for this Reaſon was it moſt proper 


ſor him here to ſpecify very diſtinctly who this one | 


tat had the Apoſtle been of the common Opinion, 
he would never have. confuted the Polytheiſm of the 


_ Gentiles, without obviating the Objection which Chriſ- 


tianity might ſeem liable to. He would have ſhewn * 


that the Son and Holy Ghoſt are Supreme GOD as | 


well as the Father; yet becauſe they have but one com- 
mon Eſſence, Chriſtianity could not (as the Religion of 
the Gentiles might) be charged with Polytheiſm. Be- 
| fides, if his Deſign was not to expreſs who this one 


_ GOD is, why does he actually do it? Is here not ma- 
nifeſtly a Snare? He calls them off from a Regard to 
many Gods, by aſſuring them that there is but one 

GOD; and this one GOD, he ſays, is the Father: 


And could any one read what he ſays, without appre- | 


hending his Deſign was that Chriſtians ſhonld believe 
that the Father alone is this one GOD, and eſpecially 
When he ſo carefully diſtinguiſhes this one GOD from 
OE TY EG... 
Had he been of the mind of the Author, muſt he not 
have ſaid, Whereas there are many that are called Gods 
and Lords, many had in Veneration among the deluded 
Heathen, to us Chriſtians there are but two Gods, one 
ſupreme and unoriginated, the other ſubordinate and in- 
Rd . Ws | ferior ? 
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ferior ? I anſwer, Tho the Apoſtle really expreſſes 
this Senſe, yet he does it in a much better manner than 


our Author does it for him. I think the whole is ex- 
cellently clear'd by the Learned Mr. Joſeph Meade, 
whoſe Notion I hinted in my Letter: But for Mr. 
| Moore's ſake, who ſeems not willing to take notice of 
it, I ſhall here tranſcribe it at large: © This Diſt inction 
© of Sovereign GODS and Demons, | ſuppoſe our Apoſtle 
© alluded to, 1 Cor. viii. 5, 6. where he ſaith, Tho there 
© be that are called Gods, whether in Heaven, or m 
© Earth, as there be Oel -²el, Gods many, (that is, 
Dii Cæleſtes, Sovereign Deities) x Kveror mAAci, and 
Lords many, (that is, Aatuoyes emxJonr, Demons, 
© Preſidents of Earthly Things) yet ro 4s Chriſtians 
_ © there is but is Oeds, one Sovereign GOD, the Father, of _ 
© whom are all Things, and we to him, (that is, to whom, 
| © as Supreme, we are to direct all our Services) and 
| © but eis Kew, one Lord, Jeſus Chriſt, (inſtead of their 
| © many Mediators and Demons, 4! = . nue d! 
avs, by whom are all Things which come from the Fa- 
ther to us, and thro whom alone we find Accels to him. 
The Allutjon, methinks, is paſling elegant, and ſuch 
das, IU think, cannot be well underſtood without this 
Diſt inction of Superior and Inferior Deities in the 
Theology of the Gentiles; they having a Plurality _ 
in both ſorts, and we Chriſtians but one in each, 
as our Apoſtle affirmeth, There wants but only 
the Name of Demons, inſtead. of which the Apoſtle 
puts Lords, and that for the Honour of Chriſt, of 
whom he was to infer ie Kvews, one Lord, the Name 
of Chriſt being not to be polluted with the Appellation 
of an Idol; for his Apodeſis muſt otherwiſe have been 
us Aziper, one Demon, Or, it may be, he alludes 
FF < unto the Hebrew Name Baalim, which ſignifies 
Lords; and thoſe Lords, as I told, were nothing 
| < elſe but Demons: For thus would St. Paul ſpeak in 
(the Hebrew Tongue, There are E371 Y,, and 


( 


© 2325 C3903, many Gods, and many Lords.” What 


a valt Difference does a Man find, when from reading 


ſuch ſenſible rational Explications of the Holy Scrip- 


tures, he comes to the mean jejune Comments of the Gen- 


tlemen, who interpret the Holy Ghoſt's Words accord- 
ing to their own Syſtems? Let the Reader but com- 


pare 


„ 

pare thoſe noble Lines with the Account Mr. Moore 
gives us of this Text. How much more natural and 
agreeable to his Purpoſe, and to the grand Deſign o 
ho Goſpel, which was to aboliſh the Idolatrous Worſhip of 
many Gods, to aſſirm, To us there is but one GOD, the 
Father, and one Lord, Jeſus Chrilt, who is not another 
God, tho in ſome reſpect different from the Father: Tho 
he be Man, yet being inſeparably and immediately united 
to the Divine Nature, he is to be conſider'd, not as ex- _ 


_ cluded from Deity, but as one GOD with the Father, by || 


whom all Things, in the preſent State, are managed and 


immediately adminiſter d? I ee how natural and agree- | 
able 'tis to Mr. Moore to talk after this rate: And ſo 
it would have been to St. Paul too, if he had ever en- 


tertain'd Mr, Moore's Notion. When he gives ſuch 


an Account as this, he does not explain, but make |} 5 


Scripture for us. 


When the true Senſe of the Text is underſtood, || 
there is no Difficulty in anſwering Mr. Moore's Ob- 
jections. Aud the Apoſtle's ſaying, To us there is but 
one GOD, no more excludes Chrift from being GOD }|Þ_ 
with his Father, the GOD of Chriſtians, than by adding, 
here is but one Lord, excludes the Father from being | 
the Lord of Chriſtians, I anſwer, That as his ſaying, |} 
There is but one Lord, excludes the Father from being 
Lord in that Senſe in which he ſpeaks of Chriſt as ſuch 


- for he evidently ſpeaks of him as Lord in a ſubordinate i 


Senſe: ſo his ſpeaking of one God the Father, excludes 


Chriſt from being the one GOD, The Father is owe | 


Lord, if we ſpeak of ſupreme underived Dominion, || 


_ Chrilt is the one Lord, if we {peak of an univerſal Do- 
minion derived from tne Father. Beſides the Father 

there is no Co-ordinate Saviour; none that is able to 
ſave in Trouble and Danger, as ſuch a Saviour is ſpo— 


ken of, Jai. xliii. 11. compare Ver. 2, 3, 4, Cc. But 


yet ſubordinate Saviours there might be; and 'tis cer- 
tain GOD rais'd up many ſuch for his People, to whom 
therefore he gives the Name of Szviours, Neheim. ix. 27. 


Obad. v. 21. And fo we are to conſider Chriſt as a fub- | 


ordinate Saviour; ſince GOD, our Saviour, that is, the 
Father, ſaves us thro Jeſus Chrift, our Saviour, Tit. iii. 
41 57 0. oa N 
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Mr. Moore tells us, That Dr. Whitby, upon this Text; 
produces plain Paſſages both from Origen and Novatian, 

before the Arian Controverſy, arguing in the ſame manner 
from this Text. . * 
The Doctor has preſented his Reader with one Paſ- 
ſage, as from Origen's Comments upon the Romans: 
But I muſt needs ſay, little Regard is to be paid to it. 
it being taken from a Latin Tranſlation, which in all 
probability was made by Ruffinus, who took a Liberty 1 
to add or leave out what he pleas'd in his Tranſlations 1 
nor does he diſſemble the matter, particularly in his 
tranſlating this. [V id. Perorationem Tranſlatoris in fine.] 

Beeſides that he ſays in his Preface, that the Books them: 

ſelves, which he was to tranſlate, were interpolated. 4 

| 


What Credit then can a Teſtimony from ſuch a Work _ 
as that deſerve? And, indeed, the Doctrine deliver'd _ 
in that Place is moſt directly contrary to the Senti- 
ments he declares in thoſe Works we have of his; |! 
Which are undoubtedly genuine. Preſently after the _ f 
Words cited by the Doctor, we meet with this Paſſage, 
| © If the Son of GOD is ſaid to be over all, and the Spi? 
| © rit of GOD is ſaid to contain all Things, and GOD 
( the Father is he from whom are al! Things, the Nature 
of the Trinity is clearly made known; and there is 
b bbut one Subſtance [SubFantia una] that is over all,” 
But did Origen then believe that the three Perſons. # 
were hut one Subſtance? I will not inſiſt upon his 
reckoning them to be three, umaious, that I may 
| avoid cavilling : But what {hall we ſay to what he ſays 
in his Treatiſe, De Oratione, $.44, If, as we have 
p proved in another Place, the Son of GOD is ofa 
© different Subſtance from the Father, ese xa] bj, 
© and is ſubject to him, either we muait pray to the 
© San, and not to the Father, or to both, or to the 
Father only?“ His Concluſion is, That we are ta 
pray only to the Father, thro the Son, &c. Which 
is agreeable enough to what he ſays elſewhere, That 
Prayer, in the proper Senſe, is not to be ofter'd to 
Chriſt. Contra Celſum, Lib. V. p. 233. And nothing 
can be more expreſs than his deny ing that Chriſt was 
the GOD over all. Ibid. Lib. VIII. p. 387. Nay, he 
ſtuck not to ſpeak of Chriſt as created, and as a made 
. Goa, and as having a ab"; Divinity and 1 : 
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from the Father, as Epiphanius teſtifies, Har. LXIV. 
Sekt. 7 8. Theſe Paſſages are well known, and there- 
ory enlarge not upon them. And ſo much for 
Origen. ty | 5 
The Doctor brings likewiſe a Teſtimony of Noο 
tian; but he has left out a Clauſe in the middle of the 
Citation, which quite ſpoils it, as to any Service it can 
do our Author. I will ſet it down as 'tis in Novatian, 
including in Crotchets what the Doctor has left out: 
Si non putant aliqua ratione offics poſſe ei quod unus Do- 


Magiſter & Paulus: ] aut illi quod unus eft bonus, per 
illud quod bonus fit nuncupatus & Chriſtus: eadem ratione 
intelligant, offici non poſſe ab allo quod unus eſt Deus, ei 


majeſtati, neque virtuti quicquam non dixerim prz- 


voluit, Sermo, Filius, natus eſt.] If they do not think 
that Chrift's being Lord can be any way inconſſtent with 
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© ing call'd Good is inconſiſtent with that, There is one 
© Good; let them underſtand, by the ſame Reaſon, that 


minus et, per illud quod eſt Dominus & Chriſtus + 
[neque ei quod unus eſt Magiſter, per illud quod eſt 


guod Deus pronuntiatus eſt & Chriſtus, (Eſt ergo De= |} 
us Pater omnium inſtitutor & creator, ſolus origi- 
nem neſciens, inviſibilis, immenſus, immortalis, 
æternus, unus Deus, cujus neque magnitudini, neque 


ferri, ſed nec comparari poteſt. Ex quo, quando ipſe Z 
that, that there is one Lord 7 [or that Paul's being R 1 


Maſter (1 Timm. ii. 7.) is inconſiſtent with that which 
is ſaid, That one is your Maſter; ] or that Chriſt's be |} 


© Chriſt's being calld God cannot be inconſiſtent with that, = 
That there is one GOD. {GOD the Father there- 


fore is the Orderer and Creator of all, being alone 


© without an Original, inviſible, immenſe, immortal, 


eternal, the One GOD, to whoſe Greatneſs, Ma- 
* jeſty, and Power, nothing can be, I will not ſay pre- 
© fer'd, but even compared.] Can any thing be more 


evident, than 'tis from the middle Clauſe which 1 


have inſerted, that as Nobatian thought Chriſt might 
be truly faid to be our one Maſter, notwithſtanding 
that Paul was a ſubordinate Maſter under him; ſo 
. GOD the Father might be truly ſaid to be the One 
GOD, notwithſtanding Chriſt is call'd God, fince he 
is ſubordinate to the Father? And the whole Chapter 
that follows, and indeed the whole Book, is ſo entirely 

2 EO contrary, 


( 


contrary to the common Scheme, that it would be 


impertinent, as well as tedious, to tranſcribe Paſſages 


from it. I ſhall therefore forbear citing any more, 
and truſt the Reader to judge only from that one Paſ- 


ſage, as [ have fairly repreſented it. I ſhall only add, 
that the Doctor has himſelf moſt clearly ſhewn againſt. 
Biſhop Bull, that both Origen and Novatian were of a 
contrary, Opinion. See his learned Piece, entitled, 


Diſquiſitiones modeſtæ in Bulli Def. Fid. Nic. where he 


| beſtows a Section upon each of theſe antient Writers, 
* 10 ſhew how widely they differ'd from Biſhop Bull 5 


Fee p. 63, 156. As for what is urged farther from the 


* Doctor, I have had occaſion to ſpeak to it already, 


Par. II. . 43: 


With reference to what follows, let me only add 
| here, That the Apoſtle pats Chriſtians in mind of 
| what was a moſt known and confeſſed Thing among 
| them, that they had but owe Lord; and therefore had 
no need to prove that the mzany Lords, Demons, or 
_ Mediators, whom the Heathen acknowledg'd under 
| GOD, were not ſuch as he had authorized or appointed: 
{| For by aſſerting there was but one, he aſſerts virtually 
that no others could have any Authority, The Apo- 
ſtle is not proving the Chriſtian Principles, but argu- 
ing upon them; and therefore he only aſſerts that 
there is but one Lord, as well as but one GOD, And 
this is ſo plain, that our Author himſelf, forgetting 
what he had ſaid before, agrees to it in the next Para- 
graph: For when he would there take off the Force of 
what TI urged, That the Father is called the One GOD 
in contradiſtinction to Telus Chriſt, he urges, That the 


Apoſtle ſpeaks of Chriſt under another Character, as in 


our Nature ordain'd a Mediator, What then is become 
of all his arguing before? If this be the meaning of 
huis being the one Lord, can the Father be ſuppoſed to 
be Lord in any ſuch Senſe? Why may not the Father 
alone be the One GOD, as well as Chriſt alone is the 
One Lord or Mediator? Why muſt Chriſt be included 
in the One GOD, any more than the Father is ia the 
JJ OT og Oo 
llourged anather Text, which he next conſiders, con- 
necting his Anſwer with what goes before. Thus, ſays 


he, 1 Tim ii. 5, There — GOD, and one Media- 


tox 


r 
tor between GOD and Men, the Man Chriſt Jeſus, 
who having the Fulneſs of the Deity dwelling in him, is 
fitted as a Dayſman that takes hold of bath, to adjuſt the 
Difference between GOD and Men ;, and thus, without 


Inconfiſtence or Abſurdity, GOD was in Chrift reconciling 


the World to himſelf. This may be good preaching, 
but tis very poor arguing. The Queſtion is, Whether 


the One GOD is not contradiſtinguiſh'd to the Mediaͤ- 


tor; and, whether the Mediator is a Mediator to him- 


ſelf. Why has he not ſpoken diſtinctly to theſe 


Things? If I am right in my Notion, then Chriſt can- 
%%% ᷣ one ATT Toa 
Perhaps Mr. Moore would think I was, apprehenſive 
of ſome great Difficulty in the Text he hints at, 
Col. ii. g, if I ſhould take no notice of it. I ſhall there- | 
fore briefly give my Opinion of it, deſiring the Reader 
carefully to peruſe the whole Chapter, obſerving the 
Apoſtle's Scope and Manner of Expreſſion, and then 


to judge whether I do not give the true Senſe of the 


Place. I do not think then, that when the Apoitle | 

_ fays, In him awelt the Fulneſs of the Godhead badily, | 
that by bodily he means in bis human Nature; for tho 
the Thing be true, that the Fulneſs of the Godhead _ 


_ dwelt in his human Nature, yet, unleſs I am much 
miſtaken, bodily here ſignifies really or ſubſtantially, in 
oppoſition to figuratively or typically. Compare v. 17. 


And that the Fulneſ of the Godhead imports the Ful- 


neſs which he communicates to us, and the Divine 
Bleflings wherewith he fills, Compare Eph. iii, 19. 
and Col. i. 19. And fo this Fulneſs of the God ond will 
anſwer to what he calls all the Treaſures of Wiſdom and 
Knowledge, v. 3. This Account of the Apoſtle's Mean- 
ing I will be ready, GOD willing, to confirm, if 
Mr, Moore ſhall call upon me to do it. 
Another Text I urged was, Eph. iv. 4, 5, 6. where 


all the three Perſons are diſtinctly mention'd, but the 


| Godhead n to the Father; and 
be, asdiſtinguiſh'd from the other Perſons, is ſaid to 


| be the One GOD. Certainly the Text is very full to 


the purpoſe, and quite another ſort of Proof than 


 __ what is ever brought of our Author's Aſſertion, That 


the three Perſons are the One GOD. Let the Reader 
now obſerve how pooriy he anſwers. No more, boys 


HR): 

he, appears ta be intended than that whereas the Fuher 

is often repreſented as ſupporting the Majeſty and Rights 

of the Deity, Chriſt Jeſus, God manifeſted in the Fleſh, 
and ſa of a diſtiatt Conſideration from the Father, is one 

Mediator, and one Lord, unto whom all Judgment is con- 

mitted, and into whoſe Faith all Chriſtians are enter'd by 
one Baptiſm, And is this an anſwering of Arguments? 
ls this a dealing fairly and candidly with the Holy Scrip- 
tures? When the Apoſtle ſays, There is ove GOD 


and Father of all, who is above all, and thro all, aud in 
you all; and when he ſpeaks this in contradiftinftion — 
to Chriſt and the Holy Spirit, are we to underſtand * ! 


that he means the Father, Son, and Spirit, are the _ 
One GOD, and the Father only repreſented as ſap | 
porting the Majeſty and Rights of the Deity ? Where | 


does he find this pretty Notion in the Scriptures? lis 
it not a mere Contrivance to elude the Scriptures,  !: 
which fo hw ſpeak moſt plainly againſt a beloved  *! 
Notion ?. Does not this Anſwer go entirely upon tze 


| Suppolition that the Three Perſqns are the One GOD? 
And muſt we run round in a Circle without end? 
| Are Men reſolv'd, let the Scripture aſſert it ever 
ſo often that the Father is the One GOD, that he 
8 i{hall not be allow'd to be ſuch? I y, theſe Texts are 
8 delign'd to tell us who the One GOD is, and not who 
ſupports the Majeſty and Rights of the One GOD, 
While he is not completely ſuch, Let Mr: Moore now 
prove that | miſtake the Apoſtle's Aſſer tion. 5 
Again, I argued from John xvii. 3. This is Life eter- 
nal, that they might know THEE, the only true GON, 
and Jeſus Chriſt whom Thou haſt ſent. Upon which _ 
Text | faid, © If the Father, to whom Chrilt there 
© ſpeaks, as diſtinguiſh'd from Chriſt whom he ſent, 
b be the only true GOD, how can Chriſt be the only 
© true GODalſo?* Mr. Moore anſwers, Becauſe Chrift 
and the Father are one, But what does he mean by 
their being one? It muſt not be that they are one Per- 
on; that is own'd to be Sabellianiſm. Well then, 
ſince Chriſt ſpeaks to the Father perſonally, and as 
ſuch diſtinguiſh'd from Jeſus Chriſt, how can his 
Words be true according to this Interpretation? Was 
the Perſon of the Father the only true GON? Is it 
not eaſy by other Places to explain how the 3 5 
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and Son are ove? Does the Obſervation of Orthodox 
Novatian, whom he commended but now, that theſe 
two are faid to be not mus, but wwm; jult as Paul 
and Apollos are ſaid to be um, and as Chrift and 
his Diſciples are ſaid to be anum : Does this Obſerva- 
tion, I fay, deſerve no regard? Mr, Moore adds, Nor 
can theſe Words be reaſonably ſuppoſed to exclude him 
From a true Divinity, who is in Scripture ſtiled, The 
True GOD, 1 John v. 20. This is anſwer'd, Part II. 


1 : Mr. Moore approves the Gloſs of Grotins, that He 
4s ftiled the only true GOD, in excluſion of thoſe whom 
| the falſe Perſuaſion of the Gentiles had introduced; not 
| fo as to exclude the other Perfons. I ſee no reaſon for 


this: The word Alone ſeems to me to exclude all Per- 


ſons whatever from being the true GOD, co-ordinate 
with the Father, He may ſee what I ſay of this Term 
Liv) alone, Part I. p. 17, 18. Mr, Moore ſeems not 
himſelf to be very well fatisfied with this Anſwer; and | 
therefore, p. 44. he has recourſe to another, That the 
Father is to be underſtood nor ſtrictly in a relative Senſe, 
but eſſentially for the whole Godhead, as he ſeems in many 
bother Places to be. This is a mere Shift : Nor has 
Mr. Moore produc'd one Place of this Nature; nor has 
he the leaſt Reaſon for this, excepting that the Text, 
without ſuch a violent wreſting of it, would overthrow _ 
his Canſe. Nor can the Remark he here makes ſignify 
any thing to his purpoſe, viz. That to know Feſns 
Chriſt as ſent of GOD is made neceſſary to Salvation, as 
well as to know the Father. Who doubts of that, ſee- 
ing he is the only Mediator, appointed by the only 


true GOD, even his Father who ſent him. 


l urged in my Letter, p- 13. that Text, Rom. xvi, 27. 


To GOD only wiſe [or the alone wiſe GOD] be Glory 


thro Feſus Chriſt for ever, Amen. Mr. Moore takes 
no notice of what I ſay upon it, thinking it enough to 
acquaint the Reader that he ſees no reaſon why Chriſt. 
 fhould be thought to be excluded, So that the Apoſtle is 
to be underſtood as aſcribing Glory to Chrift thro 


n 


Nor does he ſee why he ſhould be excluded from the 
other Text I mention'd, Rev. xv. 4. For thou alone art 


Holy. However, he conteſts the Reaſons I gave why 


that 


al 
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the Scriptur : _iriputes to him, I made no Exceptions 
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a 


that Text is to be underſtood to belong only to the 


Father, The firſt was, becauſe the ſame Perſon has 


there the Title of mvTKegros, Which we render Al- 


mighty, and which Biſhop Pearſon acknowledges to be- 
long to the Father, and never to be attributed to the 


Son. Mr. Moore, it ſeems, differs from the Biſhop, 
and alledges, that Chriſt is called Almighty, Rev. i. 8. 
His Reaſons for that he may ſee anſwer'd, Part I. p. 14. 


Only whereas he inſiſts upon it, That tobe the firſt and 


the laſt is the diſtinguiſhing Character of the Lord of 
Hoſts, ai. xliv. 6. I grant it, when the Subſtantive 


join'd with thoſe Adjectives is underſtood to be GOD, 


and not when it is underſtood to be Mediator. And 

I think the Text he alledges in Iſaiah very much con- 

firms my Interpretation of the Firſt and Laſt, that it 

ſignifies the only one of the particular Kind ſpoken of: 

J am the firſt, and I am the laſt, and beſides me there is 

20 GOD. And therefore fince Chriſt is ſpoken of as 

Mediator, where he is call'd the Firſt and the Laſt, I 

think we may juſtly conclude that no more is meant, 

than that he is the only Mediator. 

The other Reaſon I gave why the Father alone 

lis ſpoken of in this Text, was this; That the 

I Song it ſelf, of which this is a Part, is call'd rhe Song 

f Moſes, and the Lamb; which muſt import that 

Aoſes, and the Lamb ſing it, and thus praiſe him 
© who alone is holy: And who can that be but the 

I Father ?' Mr. Moore does not anſwer my Reaſonz 

lonly he ſays, 775 not ſo plain that the Song of AZojes and 

ite Lamb, uuſt import that Moſes and the Lamb ling it, 

when we find that in the other Songs of this Book, iuſt cad 

of the Lamb's ſinging, beth Angels and Saints make him 

the Subject of their Songs, and adareſs their Songs to him, 

and that jointly with the Father, Who doubts of this? 

But does Mr, Moore find that the Songs of that Na- 

ture are ever call'd the Songs of Moies, and the Lamb? 


Having examined what he has to ſay to the particu- 


the Supremacy of Chriſt; for againit that Deity, which 


lar Texts I inſiſted on, I paſs on to his Remark upon a 

Hint I gave in general concerning many others. Our 
Author, ſays he, p. 44. having thus urged his Excep- 
tions againft the Deity of Chriſt, [he ſhould have ſaid 
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5 muſt be underſtood to be the Subject of the Relation 
Is that He a Being, or no Being? If no Being, it can 


it not be a diſtinct Being from that to which it MF a 
aid to be related? Can there be a Relatum without 4: 
Correlatum? Cana Thing be related, without all & 
thing 'tis related to? Who ever talks of any Thing 

being related to it ſelf? Can the ſame Being be a | 
tk.her to it (elf? Or a Son to it ſelf? Is this a Scripty 


©... 8 


at all: But this is the way of the Party, for which 


Reaſon Mr, Moore may be the rather excus'd] :s per 
loth to quit the Argument without taking notice of thoſe. 
Paſſages of Scripture, wherein the Father is ſaid to be 
greater than the Son. And that he is ſo in a true and 


"x proper Senſe, who doubts ? I am glad to hear this ffom 


Mr. Moores Quarter; it being ſtrongly reported that 


there are ſome of his Neighbours of a diffèrent Opi- 
nion. And I am the rather inclin'd to believe that 
there is ſome Truth in the Report, becauſe I find the 
Gentlemen of Exeter charge it as a Crime upon one of 
their Miniſters, that he declar'd expre/ly for a Subordina- 
tion. See the Plain and Faithful Narrative, p. 21. 
Nor does the Author of Arius detected give the leaſt 
Hint of his Willingneſs to allow ſuch a Subordination, 
as Mr. Moore does. But let us hear how he proceeds: 
Thoſe who adhere to the common Faith, do achnomledęe 
that the Son of GOD, confider'd relatively, is inferior 
and ſubordinate to the Father, when yet his eſſential Glo- 
xy and Perfection is the ſame, and he cannot be properly 
„ JC 


* 


lu am glad of this Conceſſion; tho, I confeſs, I do 
not well underſtand the meaning of all that is (aid in 
it. It is indeed certain, that if the eſſential Glory and 
Perfection is the ſame, that is, if there is but one E-] 
ſence or Being ſignißed by theſe two Names, Father 
and Son, it muſt be impoflible that the Son ſhould 
ſignity a leſſer or inferior God; for how ſhould the fam} 


be ſuperior or inferior to it ſelf? What room the! 


{ 

\ 

[ 

_ does Mr. Moore leave for his allow'd Subordination 0 , 
the Son? He ſays, He is inferior and ſubordinate co. i 
i 

N 


der'd relatively, What does he mean by HE, whic! 


58 NAS | | ; a 

not be the Subject of any Relation; and 'tis very a g. 
ſurd to talk of a Relation without ſome Subject i 4 
whom the Relation ſubſiſts- If it be a Being, mu jr 
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rate? Can we be bound to believe ſuch Contradic- 


tions as theſe upon any human Authority? Do not 
the words of Scripture ſound a great deal more fa. 
vourably for Tranſubſtantiation, than for this Myſte. 
ry? Do theſe Gentlemen think, they may honeſtly 
expound away the literal Senſe of This 3s my Body, 


and underſtand the words figuratively, that they may 


avoid an abſurd Contradiction; and will they not. 
_ withſtanding advance Contradictions upon the war- 
rant of their own Interpretations, when they have 
not ſo much as the Letter of the Scripture for them? 
Is it not highly probable, from this ſtrange Conduct, 
that the Holy Scriptures are very clear and plain for 
'a Subordination ; ſince otherwiſe it can hardly be 
thought any of theſe Men would grant it, when ſo 
many of their Party fee, that it utterly ſubverts their 
,,, r ĩ 
But he goes on: A Father is always conſider d in 
that Relation as above his Son, and yet his Son not i- 
ferior to him in the Nature, Properties, and Endow- 

ments of a Man; much leſs is a Son of one Kind and 
| Nature, and a Father of another. This is not deſign'd 
for an Argument, but an Illuſtration but then it is 

eaſy to ſee, that the ſame thing may be turn'd quite 
the other way. A Father never has the ſame Eſſence 

with his Son, however like the Eſſences of both may 

be. Tis true, in the Propagation of a Species, the 
Father and Son have the ſame fort of Nature, Pro- 


perties, and Endowments; but this cannot poſſibly be 


in the preſent Caſe, when GOD is a Father; becauſe 
if he begetsa Son, whoſe Eſſence is diſtin, and whoſe 
Nature, Properties, and Endowments are exactly 
alike and equal to his own, there will of neceſſity be 
two ſupreme G ODS, which is impoſlible. It being 
therefore impoſſible that GOD ſhould thus have a Son |} 
nin Nature equal to himſelf, it remains, that when he is 
ſaid to have a Son, this muſt be underſtood in a 
different ſenſe, and that the Relation is not to be 
{train'd to a Reſemblance of that common among us, 
in every Point, It were eaſy to name many Differen- 
ces which mult be allow'd for ; but 1 think the men- 
„„ „ tioning 
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tioning of them is to be avoided, as much as may be, 
for the ſake of the Dignity of the Subject. And that 
600 may be ſaid to be the Father of thoſe who 
are of a different Nature from himſelf, is evident 
from what is ſaid of Adam, of good Men, and of Angels 
too, if they are not miſtaken who ſappoſe them to be 
called, The Sons of GOD. This is not faid with the 
_ leaſt deſign of ſetting Chriſt upon a Level with the 


moſt glorious Angels; for ſince he is the only-begot- | 
ten Son of GOD), he muſt be ſuppos'd to be call'd the | 
Son of GOD ina ſenſe far more glorious, and which | 


_ s/peculiar to himfe f. 5 
But however Mr. Moore has granted a Subordina- 
tion of the Son to the Father, yet it ſeems plain he 


does not much care to abide by his Conceſſion; and | 
therefore makes no uſe of this Szbordination, in what | 


next follows, where, one would think, he ſhould have | 
moſt occaſion for it: Chrift Jeſus alſo as Man united | 
to the Godhead, as well as wearing the Character of Me.. 
diator, or in that Quality and Conſideration, is leſs than | 
the Father. No wonder therefore tis ſaid, 1 Cor. xv, | 


24, 27, 28. When he ſhall have deliverd up the 


= Kingdom to G OD, even the Father (who hath left! 
and committed the Adminiſtration of it to Jeſus Chriſt | 


unto that Day) he ſhall himſelf alſo be ſubject unto. | 


him that put all things under him, ; that G OD may S 
be all in all, even to the Man Chrift Jeſus, and to all, | 


both Angels and Saints, brought to Perfection of Glory and | 
Happineſs in and by him. You ſee the Subordination | 
here is only as Man, and as Mediator; and our Au- 


thor, one would think, ſtudiouſly avoids ſo much as 
| mentioning his Relation as Son, thro the whole of! 
what he ſays of this plain Text, leſt he ſhould ſeem | 


to ſpeak of his being ſubordinate as Son. He ſeems to 


ſuppoſe, that the Manhood only gives up the King- 


dom, and that GOD fhall then be all in all to Chriſt | 


only as Man, But does this come up to the ſenſe of 
the Apoſtle's Expreſſions? If Chriſt be Mediator in | 


both Natures, and gives up the Kingdom as Mediator, | 


muſt he not give it up in both Natures ? And muſtnot | 
he, that gives it up, become ſubject to the Father?!“ 
And mult not the Father be all in all to him that gives | 


| 
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Jen ? And when the Apoſtle is ſo expreſs, that he 


ſhall give up the Kingdom to G O D, even the Father, 


are we to underſtand him, that he ſhall give it up to 


the Father, to himſelf, and to the Holy Ghoſt? Or, 
when he calls Chriſt the Son, does this ſignify only 


huis human Nature? What Reaſon has our Author, 
beſides his own Hypotheſis, why the San ſhould not 


here ſignify Chriſt in both Natures? And conſequent- 
ly why ſhould we doubt of Chriſt's becoming ſubject 


to the Father, and the Father's being all in all to him 
r ʒ OT TIRIN 
HBheeſides, will not our Author allow, that the perſo- 
nal Union of the two Natures will continue after the 
Day of Judgment? If he does, what muſt become of 
| the Communication of Properties between the two 
Natures, which us'd to be reckon'd to flow from the 


perſonal Union of them? If the Divine Nature retains 


the Dominion, while it continues united to the Hu- 
man, how does he give it up at all? Does not our Au 
thor ſuppoſe, that it is the Divine Nature of. our 
Lord which now adminiſters this Kingdom, and that 

the Intereſt the Human Nature has in the Adminiſtra- 
tion, ariſes from its being united to the Divine; how _ 
then can the human Nature ever quit it, as long as 
/// 
Il obſervd in my Letter, pag. 14, that thoſe who. 
huold the common Opinion, ſeem to be guilty of that 
which they charge the other fide with, viz. That 
their Notion really tends to leſſen Mens Senſe of the 
Obligations they are under to Jeſus Chriſt, for his 
great Condeſcenſion and Kindneſs, and of the exceed- 
ing great Virtue of his Death and Sacrifice. The Rea- 

der may ſee, pg. 14, 15. what Reaſons I give for my 

Aſſertion. I ſhall wave Mr. Moores Harangue upon 
this Occaſion, and only take notice of what he has of 


Argument upon this Head. 


Thus then he diſcourſes, pag. 45. What tho the Deity 


be impaſſible, and ſuffer'd not real Pain or Alteration, + 
when Chrift bore our Sins in his Body on the Croſs? His © 
Holy Soul felt the Sting and Bitterneſs of Death, was in 
the greateſt Agonies of Sorrow and Diſtreſs ;, and in the 

Odinion of ſuch as ſuppoſe 1 Pre- e xiſtence in a State 


7 


tent Soul 
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of hig heſt Glory, underwent ſuch like Changes 4s our k” 


Author imagines in the Being he ſuppoſes to ſuffer in 
Fleſh. This is a Scheme which 1 445 


facred Books of the pre · exiſtent Soul of Chriſt, that 
was diſtin& from the Logos ? Are we to explain the 


great Doctrines of the Goſpel by ſuch precarious arbi» | 


trary Suppoſitions as theſe? And will not this recoil 


upon Mr. Moore ? Muſt not he be as much, nay more, 
at a loſs, than my ſelf to account for Chriſt's being 


properly a Man ? For if the Logos, being inſtead of an 


ordinary Soul, united to a human Body, will not con- 
 Fitnte a Man, how ſhould ſuch a Soul as he talks of be 
ſufficient to do it? And where does he read in the 
Scripture, that the Logos was impaſſible? If this be the 
Scripture- Doctrine, whence is it that we read only of 
His N our Sins in his Body, and not in his pre-exiſ. 

? And why are the Jews charg'd with Killing 


the Prince of Life? 


which obey'd and ſuffer'd, to the Dignity of him who 
humbled himſelf, and became obedient unto Death, even 
the Death of the A K It was not the mere Pain felt, 
but felt truly by ſuch a Perſon, that made his Suffer. 
ings to be of ſuch great Virtue and Price: and our Au 
thor himſelf ſeems apprehenſive of the Neceſſity of | 
| ſuppoſing, that the Nature it ſelf that ſuffer d muſt 
Have been extraordinary, and that a mere Relation of 


Po 3 | I find no where in the 1 
Holy Scripture. Where is there the leaſt word in the 


Mr. Moore goes on: But that which gave greateſt 
Vairtue and Price to his Obedience and Sufferings, was 
the infinite Dignity of his Perſon, not the mere Pain 
that his human Nature felt. I make no doubt that the | 
Merit of his Obedience (which, by the way, was his 
Obedience to the Father, and not to himſelf) and his 
Bufferings, was owing to the Dignity of that Nature 


the impaſſible Logos to an ordinary Soul and Body 1 


Vould not have ſuffic'd; or elſe he would never have 
run into ſuch an unſcriptural Notion of the Pre-exif- 
tence of our Saviour's human Soul, in a State of 


Ho aſtoniſhing, ſays he, is the Conſideration, that 1 
God was manifeſted in the Fleſh, that tho the Deity it 
ſelf was not capable of Miſery, yet the Luftre 7 its 

oe Sudan die Ha [8 


vas not veil'd to himſelf, nor to 


„ 

Glory was veild, and it was truly concern d and inte- 
reſted in the Sufferings of the human Nature, which it 
was the moſt amazing Condeſcenfion for it to aſſume! It 
may well be query'd, How that Deity, which was 
not capable of Miſery, was capable of being mani- 
feſted in the Fleſh. If there be properly but one Dei- 


ty of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, how came the 
Deity of the Son to be capable of being manifeſted in 


the Fleſh, when the Deity of the Father, according to 
the Holy Scriptures, is not capable of ſuch a Manifeſ- 
tation ; And what does our Author mean by the 
| LZuftre of the Glory of Chriſt's Deny being veild? It 
: en, who beheld it 
not before, nor to Angels who muſt, after his Incar- 


nation, have the ſame ſenſe of the Excellency of his 


Perſon that they had before. To whom then was this 


| Luſtre veil'd? I think the Logos's aſſuming our Nature 


is indeed the moſt amazing Condeſcenſion, but I can 


I ſion, would make him as little concern'd or interefted 
lin the Sufferings of the human Nature, as GOD 


| was in the Deſtruction of the Temple built by Solo- 
_ |-non, which ſtood in a Relation to himſelf 
| Mr. Moore goes on: S GOD loved the World, 
that he gave his only-begatten Son; he ar not his 
ſomn Son. Did he not? Then I infer, that his only- 


 [begotten, and his own Son ſuffer'd, and not merely a 


Nature related to him. This entertains the Wonder and 
Pong of Angels, and the Triumphs of Saints, and will 


bY o ſo to Eternity, while Devils and harden'd Unbelie= 
pers fret and gnaſh their Teeth, And whom does he 


1ean by harden'd Unbelievers ? I hope not thoſe who 


| never ſappoſe, that nothing more is meant hereby, 
I than a bare Relation to it; which, in my Apprehen- 


believe, that GOD ſpar'd not his own Son, and that 


E feſus Chrift is come in the Fleſh, and ſuffer 'd for us in 


te Fleſh, really and * erly, and not fancifully only, 
- Þs not ſuffering at all, but being barely related to a 


Mr, Moores Modeſty or Charity, if he would in- 
Inuate, that thoſe who differ from him in theſe 


ature that ſuffer'd. Surely it can be no Inſtance of 


 Foints, are harden'd Unbelievers, who deſerve to be 


Fakd with Devils, who ſhall free and gnaſh their | 


ſelf, owns, that by the Spirit here is to be underſtoo 
GOD himſelf, and makes the Senſe to be this : 
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Teeth. 1 hope he is at other times a little more calm, 


than he ſeems to have been when he wrote this. 
Upon the Occaſion of my mentioning ſome Evi- 
denices of the Subordination or Inferiority of the 


Holy Ghoſt, Mr, Moore produces what he thinks ſuf- 
ficient Proofs or Inducements to believe the ſame of the 
Holy Ghoft, as of Chriſt. I ſhall touch briefly upon 
_ thoſe that have not been ſpoken to before; only let 
it be here obſerv'd, that in the Stile of the Scriptures, | 
the Spirit is repreſented as G OD's Agent, and GOD | 
is ſet out as working by him ; ſo that it cannot ſeem 
at all ſtrange, that the ſame things are attributed | 
| ſometimes to G OD, and ſometimes to the Spirit, or | 
that That is faid to be done to GO D, which is done 
more immediately to the Spirit. This is a full An- | 
ſwer to the Proof brought from Act, v. 3, 4. Ananias | 
I'd immediately to the Apoſtles, and by lying to | 
them, he did in effect lye to the Holy Ghoſt who 
| _ dweltin them; and this was again, in effect, a Lying 
to GO!D, who ſent the Holy Spirit. Thus, 1 The. | 
iv. 8. He that deſpiſeth, deſpiſeth not Man, but GO D, 
who hath alſo given unto us his Holy Spirit. Compare | 
Luke x. 16. This likewiſe anſwers his Argument | 
from 1 Cor. iii. 16. Know ye not, that ye are the Tem- 
dle of GO D, and that the Spirit of GOD awelleth| 
A2 you? The Reaſon is plain, viz. becauſe Chriſtians | 
are an Habitation of G O D, thro the Spirit. 
Divine Perfect ions, he ſays, are acknowledeg'd in 
him. He is call d, The eternal Spirit. Tis doubt- 
ful, whether the eternal Spirit, Heb. ix. 14. means 
the Holy Spirit, or the Logos; but if it means the 
former, it will not prove him to be the one GOD: 
He is repreſented as every where preſent, Pſal, cxxxix. 
7. Whither ſhall I go from thy Spirit, or whither ſhall 1| 
flee from thy Face? And what Neceſſity is there in 
that elegant and rhetorical Deſcription of the Divine 
Omnipreſence, to ſuppoſe that his Hirit ſignifies a 
_ diſtin& Perſon, any more than his Face or Preſence !: 
Mr. Moore's Popiſh Commentator Muis, as muc 


concern'd to maintain the common Doctrine as him 


Where 
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Dada 


© eſcape the Ob 
And as to what he argues from his Knowledge, tis 
 anſwer'd in the Letter, where 'tis ſhewn that this 
Knowledge is communicated to him; which, Ihumbly 
conceive, beſpeaks him not to be the ſupreme GO D. 
Let the Reader conſult what is there ſaid, pag. 16, 17. 
| he may gueſs there is ſomething in it, becauſe Mr; 
Moore takes little or no notice of it. But, I ſuppoſe, 
he refers to it, when he ſays, Will the Appearance of 
| ſome Difficulty preſently juſtify or warrant an Attempt 
to wreſt and baflle plain Revelation? I think Revela- 
tion, I mean that in the Bible, is plain againſt him; 
| nor has he been able to produce one Text, wherein 
the Holy Spirit is calld GOD, and much leſs any 
Text that will prove him to be the ove GOD. Vain 
| therefore are his pretended Triumps. 
U urged, that the Texts, which are plain for a Sub- 
_ ordination or Inferiority, will not admit of an Ez a- 
| fion here; ſince it cannot be reply'd, that the Holy 
Ghoſt is either Man or Mediator. He is not able to 
deny this, the Revelation is ſo plain; but fee now 
how he would mreſt and bafle plain Revelation by his 
Anſwer. And why, if the Scripture mentions ſome 
Differences in the Divine Nature, and ſpeaks of them 
| as we uſe to do of Perſons, may we not ſpeak of them 
arcording to that Revelation, and ſuppoſe there is a cer= 
tain Order in their Suhſiſtence and Operation, or a ſort _ 
| of Subordination, which we call relative, when there is 
no proper Subordination in the Godhead, nor is one Per= 
ſon inferiour to another in reſpet> of Nature and Eſſence 2 
lt is the eaſieſt thing in the World for Mr. Moore to 
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© Where ſhall I 8 „ that I may be hid from thee, and 
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rvation of thy Mind? 


.| anſwer all Arguments againſt him, if you will but 
allow him always to alledge his grand and conteſted 
in Poſition as an Anſwer, . I deny that the Scripture men- 
tions any Differences in the one Divine Nature; it 
J ſpeaks indeed of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
as three diſtin& Perſons or Beings, but not as hav- 
ing one common Nature or Eſſence. There can be 
no Queſtion made, whether 'tis fit for us to ſpeak of 
theſe three Perſons, as the Scripture does; all that we 
is J deny is the Fitneſs of ſaying that concerning them, = 
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which the Scripture never ſays, viz. That theſe three 
are the One GOD. And what does he mean by talk- 


ing of a Subordination, which we call relative? Is there 


any Subordination that is not relative ? 'Tis certain, 
there can be no proper Subordination in the Godhead, 
in the moſt famous ſenſe of the word; for whatever 


is ſubordinate, cannot, in that ſenſe, be GOD. He | 
may pleaſe himſelf with ſaying, that one Perſon is not 
| inferiour to another, in reſpect of Nature and Eſſence, | 
and indeed *tis impoſſible they ſhould, if they have | 
but one Nature and Eſſence belonging to the three: | 
Bat then he has another Difficalty to get over, and | 
that is, how it can be conceiv'd that this one Efſence | 
or Nature ſhonld conſtitute more than one Perſon, or | 
one Agent; and how there ſhonld be a Subordination | 
of Perſons in one and the ſame Nature and Efſence, | 
I II argued the Subordination and Inferiority of the 
Holy Ghoſt, from the Father's ſending and giving him, | 
and from Chriſt the Mediator's receiving and ſend- | 
ing him upon his Prayer to the Father: I pleaded, | 
that a Perſon muſt be ſuppos d to have an Authority | 
over one whom he gives or ſends. Mr. Moore is very | 
Might in his Anſwer : And what Abſurdity, ſays he, iz | 
 ſuppofing that this may be done even among Equals, () 
Conſent and Agreement, without any antecedent proper | 
Superiority ? It ſeems to me an Abſurdity to ſuppoſe, | 
that the Father could rightfully give the Spirit, if he | 
was not his own. What Reaſon can there be to | 
think, that a Perſon, who is ſupreme GOD, can 
ſubject himſelf to another, and become a ſubordinate 
Perſon, not only to the Father, but to Chriſt the Me- 
ddiator? Where does the Scripture give us the leaſt. | 
Intimation, that the Holy Spirit, tho originally equal 
to the Father, yet by Conſent and Agreement became | 
ſubordinate to the Father? If this Scheme be true, 
and the original Reaſon of the Holy Ghoſt's coming, 
is his own Conſent and Agreement, and not the Will 
of the Father, how comes it to paſs that we never 


read of this Conſent and Agreement? Nay, how 


comes it to paſs that our Saviour never once ſpeaks of 


his pray ing to the Holy Ghoſt, to come according to 
that Conſent and Agreement? Let the prudent __ 


TW” e 
der obſerfe how neceſſary theſe Men find it, when 
they have ſuppos'd in their Scheme, that three ſu- 
preme Perſons conſtitute the One G OD, then to con- 
trive another Scheme, to make one of theſe three Per- 
ſons ſupreme, and the other two ſubordinate. This 
Thews plainly, that when they have coin'd a Diſtinct ion 
between a Perſon and a Being, they ſee a neceſſity of 
having one Perſon as well as one Being ſupreme ; and 


in my mind this ſhould be an Argument with conſſ= | 
derate Men, that our Account of this Matter, which 


goes upon no ſuch precarious Suppoſitions, but at 
once makes the Father the ſupreme Perſon or Being, 
is the moſt likely to be the Truth. And if Mr, Moore's 


Scheme be true, what Account ſhall we give of the 


Language of the Scripture, which ſo conſtantly attri. 
bates the Son's Coming not to his own Will, but to the 
_ Father's; and ſpeaks of the Father's acting herein, in 


Terms, that every unprejudic'd Perſon would think _ I 


imported an Authority? And has not our Saviour 


— led us into this Notion ? John xiii. 16. Yerily, ver#/ * 
[Ia unto you, the Servant is not greater [that is, he 
zs leſs] than his Lord; neither he that is ſent greater 


but leſs] than him that ſent him. And would our 
Saviour lay down ſuch a Rule of ſpeaking as this, with- _ 


out any Limitation, if he deſign'd the many Places 5 : 


wherein he ſpeaks of the Father's ſending the Son, an 


of their both ſending the Spirit, ſhou!d be undet- 


ſtood in a quite different manner? I deſire the Reader 
to review what I ſay*in my Letter, pag. 16, 17. con- 
cerning that Text, John xvi. 13, 14, 15. and let him 
compare Mr, Moore, pag. 48. and then judge whe- 


ther he has ſaid any thing to it; and if it appears he 5 


has not, whether the true Reaſon is not probably be. 
cauſe he could not. wilt forbear tranſcribing, and 
only add this one Query to what is there ſaid : If the 


Holy Spirit were the ſupreme G O D, can it be 


thought that his not ſpeaking of himſelf, but his ſpeak. 
ing what he ſhonld hear, that this, I fay, ſhould be 
render'd as a Reaſon and Evidence of his leading 
_ Chriſt's Diſciples into afl Truth? And yet lo it plain - 
ly is; When the Spirit of Truth is come, he will guide 
you into all Truth: FO R he ſhall not ſpeak of himſelf, 
but whatſoever he H all hear, * frail be ſpeak. : i 


1 have now gone thi "the whole of Mr. Moore's 
Defence, and conſider'd fairly whatever he has of- 
fer'd : and tho he may be allow'd to have written 
better in the Defence of his Cavſe, than any of his 
Brethren who ha ve yet appear'd in it; yet I muſt ſtill. 
declare, I am at a loſs to excuſe Mens Arrogance, in 
laying ſuch a ſtreſs upon this Opinion, as they do, who 
_ queſtion the Salvation of their Neighbours, merely 
. Foe their not believing it; or who are for breaking 
_ Communion with Miniſters or People upon ſuch an 
Account, I cannot eafily believe, that there can be 
any eſſential abſolutely neceſſary Article of the Chriſ- 


the Holy Ghoſt, the only Rule of Faith. If Lam in 
any Miſtake in what I have ſaid, tis not wilful; and 


of it. But however great his Aſſurance ſeems to be, 


tian Faith, which cannot be expreſs'd in the words of 5 


I ſhall be very glad if Mr. Moore can convince me 2 


I muſt needs ſay, he has hitherto very much con- 
_  firm'd me in the Opinion I had when I wrote the 
Letter. I verily believe, that he reaſons mach better 


upon other Subjects, than he does upon! this, which 


* 


it has been his dn. ag now to fall upon. any 
vhen I reflect upon the Wo 
think I have ſufficient Cauſe to expreſs my Surprize 


thods do they try, under Prejudice, bigotted and prepoſ- 


e whole of his Management, | | 


in his own words: Pag. 47. How ftrargely do Men 
ſometimes treat the moſt ſacred things, and what Me- 


— 


